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was made, nor in the time of Gregory. This seemed absolutely to 
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allude to all Christian ministers as I took to be the meaning of the 
translation “ priests,” which suggest a wrong meaning, but he meant 
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altered sense. His complaint was, that one bishop was usurping the 
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SOME time ago a friend put in my hand a work 
by a very Rey. J. Faa di Bruno, D.D., entitled 
““Catholic Belief,’ the seventh edition, from 
which we learn that the fourth edition was sent 
forth in 1884, with Cardinal Manning’s Im- 
primatur, that the work had then a very extensive 
circulation (the twentieth edition was issued in 
1902), that no Roman Catholic bishop or priest 
had disputed the correctness of it. The same 
note tells us that “‘all the quotations from the 
Holy Scriptures in this book are taken from 
the English Roman Catholic translation of the 
Latin Vulgate version,” that ‘‘ this version of 
the Vulgate was declared by the Council of Trent 
(1563) to be authentic. It was revised by Pope 
Sextus V. and by Pope Clement VIII. (1593).” 
It is worthy of note that not a word is said about 
the history of these revisions. 

The members of the Council of Trent declared’ 
that the Latin Vulgate translation was authentic, 
because they were ignorant of the original 
language both of the Old and New Testament. 
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This is evident from some of the reasons given : 
“If we allow of reference to the Greek and 
Hebrew text, we shall be kept in perpetual hot 
water. The grammarians will throw everything 
into confusion. They will be the arbiters and 
judges of our faith.” And again: ‘‘ How will 
the Inquisitors be able to proceed against the 
Lutherans unless they know Greek and 
Hebrew?’”* But the text of the Vulgate pro- 
nounced by the Council to be authentic was so 
full of errors that a revision was found neces- 
sary. This was undertaken and published by 
Pope Sextus V. In his Preface he tells us that 
he had corrected the proofs with his own hand. 
In a Bull, which he published at the same time, 
he described his text as absolutely correct, and 
threatened with the wrath of God, and of the 
blessed Peter and Paul, all who should presume 
to make any alteration. Yet notwithstanding 
this terrible threat, Clement VIII., who suc- 
ceeded him, found this work of infallibility so 
full of errors that a fresh revision was neces- 
sary. And this Clement accomplished, and pub- 
lished with a similar infallible assurance of 
perfection, and a similar denunciation against 
any one who should dare to alter it. But when 
these infallible editions were compared they were 
found to be very diverse, some passages in the 
oné being omitted in the other, and altogether 
they differed from each other in more than two 
thousand places. 

Next, by the declaration of the Council of 
Trent the Church of Rome is tied and bound 
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to an imperfect translation of the Scriptures. 
Further, the English Roman Catholic Bible, said 
to be a translation of the Latin Vulgate version, 
misrepresents that version, as will be pointed 
out, in vital points. 

Cardinal Manning’s letter to the author of 
Catholic Belief ” : 


‘* ARCHBISHOP’S HOUSE, 
‘“ WESTMINSTER, S.W.., 

“May 2, 1884. 
““My DEAR DR. FAA DI BRUNO,—The very 
signal success of your book of ‘Catholic 
Belief’ renders all recommendation unneces- 
sary. Nevertheless I wish to thank you for 
giving us one of the most complete and useful 
manuals of doctrine, devotion, and elementary 
information for the instruction of those who 
are seeking the truth, and not for them only, 
but for those who have inherited it. The 
immense number already in circulation shows 
how directly it meets a great need, and I hope 
it will be more and more widely diffused. As 
you are called away from among us you have 

left us a valuable bequest. 
“Believe me always, 
“Yours affectionately in J.C., 
‘ae HENRY E., 
“Card. Archbishop of Westminster.” 


As “Catholic Belief” received such high 
authority, has been so long before the world, 
and had such an extensive circulation, and no 
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Catholic bishop or priest has disputed its cor- 
rectness, we may say that any reply to it would 
be a reply NOT TO A SINGLE PERSON, BUT TO 
THE CHURCH. 

In the following reply all the italics and 
capitals in the quotations from “Catholic 
Belief’ are Faa di Bruno’s own. 

N.B. In the Roman Catholic paper the 
Universe, April 2, 1909, there is an obituary 
notice of Father Whitmee, P.S.M. After stat- 
ing the great loss that the Catholic Church had 
sustained in his death, and that in his last hours 
Father Whitmee ‘‘ was consoled by the Holy 
Father’s apostolic Benediction conveyed to him 
by Cardinal Vincenzo Vannutelli,” it tells us that 
‘‘ Father Whitmee found time for literary work, 
and was editor of the later editions of *‘ Catholic 
Belief,’ one of the most popular expositions of 
the Church’s doctrine in the language.” THIS 
SHOWS THE GREAT IMPORTANCE THAT THE 
CHURCH OF ROME ATTACHES TO “ CATHOLIC 
BELIEF.” 
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‘“ CATHOLIC Belief ”’ was written for the con- 
version of Protestants, and is undoubtedly a 
clever work. The Introduction is exceedingly 
plausible. It begins: ‘‘ All men readily admit 
that to be in a position to judge fairly of any 
case, one should hear both sides.’ This is 
thoroughly a Protestant principle, but not a 
principle of the Church of Rome. Protestants 
are invited to read the Romish side, but 
Romanists are forbidden to read the Protestant 
side. THIS IS THE STRONGHOLD OF THE 
CHURCH OF ROME. I will therefore add, 
that to be in a position to judge fairly, a man 
must have the means of exercising and forming 
his own judgment of the evidence of both sides ; 
but this is just what the Church of Rome does 
not allow. Of part of the evidence on which 
the Church of Rome professes, in some measure, 
to rely, namely, the written Word of God, she 
declares, that the exercise of private judgment 


is a dangerous thing as the source of all errors, 
Pe) I 
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and therefore not to be tolerated (p. 41). How 
can a man be in a position to judge fairly 
when he is not allowed to form his own 
judgment? Of the other, and to her by far the 
most important part, namely, tradition or “ the 
unwritten Word of God,’ nobody ever had the 
opportunity of examining it. The Church cannot 
tell us where it is to be found, nor produce any 
evidence that it does, or even did, exist. How, 
then, could any man, guided by the Church of 
Rome, be in a position to judge fairly? 

In the early part of the work there is scarcely 
anything to which a Protestant would object, 
and therefore some might conclude that, if the 
Church of Rome holds so much truth, it cannot 
be far wrong; forgetting that, though a 
fountain may send forth water that is perfectly 
pure, yet if poison be mixed with that pure 
water, it may be death to drink it. False- 
hood is always most dangerous when mixed with 
the truth. And nauseous drugs are readily 
swallowed when coated with sugar. 

Chapter V. (‘‘ Catholic Belief”), Jesus our 
One Mediator of Redemption : 

““Mediator of Redemption” is an unscrip- 
tural and misleading expression. ‘“‘ Of Redemp- 
tion’? seems designedly added to ‘“‘ Mediator ” 
in order to conceal the Apostle’s meaning 
of only ‘‘one Mediator between God and 
man,’ making it signify that there is only 
one Redeemer. The true signification of the 
one Mediator is thereby completely lost. St. 
Paul meant that no one can mediate or come 
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between the souls of men and God, except Jesus. 
Redemption was a single act finished on the 
cross, which can never in any sense be repeated. 
But the intervention of Jesus, as Mediator, never 
ceaseth. ‘‘If any man sin, we have an advocate 
with the Father, Jesus Christ, the just; and 
He is the propitiation for our sins 
(1 John ii. 1, 2, Roman Catholic Bible). The 
advocacy and the propitiation for our sins are 
distinct. The propitiation was complete on the 
cross, but the advocacy continues. Therefore 
we are told (Heb. vii. 25) that ‘* Jesus is able 
to save to the utmost those that come to God 
by Him, since He ever lives to make interces- 
sion for them.’’ And again in Heb. iv. 14-16 
we are told that Jesus in heaven continually 
sympathises with us, and we are therefore 
exhorted to come to God with confidence in 
His name, that we may obtain mercy and grace 
for every need. Therefore the thought of any 
other mediator dishonours Jesus. He Himself 
said: “‘ No man can come unto the Father but 
by Me” (John xiv. 6). And again: “ Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall ask 
the Father in My name He will give it you” 
(John xvi. 23). But not only our prayers, but 
our praises and thanksgivings must be offered 
in His name (Eph. v. 20). In fact, no action 
of our lives can be accepted by God, except 
through Him as our Mediator. Therefore ‘‘ what- 
soever ye do in word or deed, do all in the 
name of Jesus Christ, giving thanks to God the 
Father by Him” (Col. iii. 17). All such 
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passages (and there are many) condemn the 
thought of any other mediator than Jesus. 

In this chapter we are told that ‘* Catholics 
believe that to be united with Jesus Christ is 
the highest and noblest aim of man, and that 
only the Holy Catholic Church supplies the 
means for the closest union with Jesus Christ.” 
The first part of this sentence is perfectly true ; 
the second is absolutely false. Di Bruno gives 
three quotations to prove the truth of this latter 
part, but in not one of them is there any allu- 
sion to any Church or Church influence. The 
first is 1 Tim. ii. 5, 6: ‘* There is one God, 
and one Mediator of God and men, the Man 
Christ Jesus, who gave Himself a redemption 
for all.” Protestants believe that this redemp- 
tion was full and perfect, that the blood 
of Jesus Christ cleanseth from all sin 
(1 John i. 7), so that all who believe are justi-. 
fied from all things (Acts xiii. 39). ‘“‘ There- 
fore being justified by faith, we have peace with 
God” (Rom. vi. 1). This and THIS ALONE is 
the means of the closest union with Jesus Christ. 
But all this the Church of Rome denies. She 
teaches that Christ died to save sinners from 
the eternal punishment of mortal sins only, but 
for all venial sins, and for the temporal punish- 
ment of mortal sins the sinner must himself 
atone in purgatory. But until all sin is blotted 
out there can be no peace with God, therefore 
no real union at all with Jesus Christ. The 
Church also, instead of directing the sinner to 
go direct to God through Jesus Christ, the ONE 
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Mediator, has interposed a number of mediators 
—the Virgin Mary, the saints, the Church, the 
priests—to whom he must confess his sins and 
from whom he must obtain the pardon of his 
mortal sins. Then there is purgatory for his 
venial sins and the temporal punishment for his 
mortal sins. 

The second text quoted is St. Peter’s words 
(Acts iv. 12): ‘‘ Neither is there salvation in 
any other. For there is no other name under 
heaven given to men, whereby we must be 
saved.” This also Protestants fully believe ; 
but whether this is the general teaching of the 
Church of Rome or not, read and reconcile 
those words of Peter with the teaching of the 
Church of Rome, as given by her canonised saint 
Liguori, IF YOU CAN. I will give a few quota- 
tions from his ‘‘ Glories of Mary,’ published 
by the Roman Catholic publishers, Burns & 


Oates: ‘‘He who is under the protection of 
Mary will be saved; he who is not will be 
lost.” ‘‘O immaculate Virgin, we are under 


thy protection, and therefore we have recourse 
to thee alone, and we beseech thee to prevent 
thy beloved Son, who is irritated by our sins, 
from abandoning us to the power of the devil.” 
“Thou [Mary] art my only hope.” ‘ Lady 
in heaven, we have but one advocate, and that 
is thyself, and thou alone art truly loving and 
solicitous for our salvation.”’ ‘“‘ My Queen and 
my Advocate with thy Son, whom I dare not 
approach.’ ‘* Those who do not serve Mary 
will not be saved.” ‘If God is angry with a 
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sinner, and Mary takes him under her protec- 
tion, she withholds the avenging arm of her 
Son, and saves him.” ‘‘ Mary commands in 
heaven.’’ Such is the teaching of the Church 
of Rome by her canonised saint Liguori, whose 
writings at the time of his canonisation were 
declared to be absolutely free from error. Com- 
pare the quotations above, which might be 
greatly multiplied, with St. Peter’s words 
quoted by Faa di Bruno. ‘“ The Glories of 
Mary” is a work greatly admired by popes, 
cardinals, and bishops. Spain is the most 
Catholic country in Europe. An ex-priest of 
Spain in a letter to me said: ‘“‘ The religion of 
my poor country is not Christianity but 
MARIANITY.” According to Liguori, and 
therefore of Rome, Jesus is no Saviour at all, 
Mary is the sinner’s only advocate and Saviour. 
If Faa di Bruno had said that Catholics believe 
that the highest and holiest aim of man is to 
be united with Mary, and that the Church of 
Rome alone supplies the means for the closest 
union with Mary, he would have expressed the 
teaching of his Church. 
The third text quoted is 1 Tim. ii. 4: God 
our Saviour, ‘‘who will have all men to be 
saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth.” 
If it be the will of God that all men should be 
saved, He certainly would not put any obstacle 
in their way, nor would He confine them to any 
one way of attaining the truth. So the text does 
not in any way help the cause for which it is 
quoted. The constant teaching of the New 
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Testament is, that it matters not how or by 
what means (Rev. xxii. 17) a sinner learns that 
Jesus died for the ungodly, he may accept the 
invitation of Jesus (Matt. xi. 28); and having 
accepted that invitation, he needs no other help 
for the closest union with Jesus but that of the 
Holy Spirit which is promised to all who ask 
(euke xi. 13). 

Chapter VI. is on the Bible, or the written 
Word of God. 

The Church of Rome puts the Apocrypha 
among the books of the Old Testament. It is 
easy to understand why that Church clings to 
the Apocrypha, because in it may be found 
authority for some of her doctrines, for which 
not a scrap of evidence can be found either 
in the Old or New Testament. For placing 
the Apocrypha among the books of the Bible 
Faa di Bruno gives the authority of the Council 
of Hippo, A.D. 393. In the list of the Books 
mentioned some of the books of the Apocrypha 
are included. At this Council he tells us that 
“the great Doctor and Father of the Church 
Augustine was present.’”’ He also mentions the 
Councils of Carthage in 397 and 419. These 
were only local Councils of North Africa. And 
supposing that they did receive the Apocrypha 
as inspired, that would not prove that the 
Apocrypha was so received by other Churches. 
Indeed, the more important Council of Laodicea, 
A.D. 364, recognised no books except those 
which are now found in the Protestant Bible. 
With regard to Augustine, the Church of Rome, 
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when convenient, calls him ST. AUGUSTINE, 
THE GREAT DOCTOR AND FATHER OF 
THE CHURCH,” but had he lived in later 
times, she would have burnt him as a heretic. 
Here, however, he is represented as lending 
the weight of his great name as a testimony to 
the Divine inspiration of the Apocrypha. But 
read pages 11-15 and judge fairly whether such 
a thing was possible. 

To give an idea of the importance of these 
Councils we are told the number of bishops 
present, 218; but that importance is greatly 
diminished by the fact that every Church 
(‘exkAnota, Congregation) had its own bishop and 
presbyters. Augustine tells us (Ep. 93) that 
the sect of Donatists in North Africa had two 
hundred and seventy bishops present at a 
Council A.D. 330. But the actual number of 
their bishops was much greater. At that time 
all bishops were accounted equal in rank and 
independent, though the bigger ones were, 
through pride and ambition, gradually encroach- 
ing upon the authority of the lesser. We are 
also told that *‘ there were two legates present, 
sent by the Roman Pontiff.” This assertion 
labours under great difficulties. It appears to 
be made with the idea of proving the power 
and supremacy of the Pope, as well as to con- 
firm the inspiration of the Apocrypha. But the 
Bishops of Rome never claimed any such supre- 
macy for a long period after that time. See 
the strong language in which such a claim was 
denounced by Pope Gregory the Great, 
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A.D. 500, p. 38. But «IF there were such persons 
from Rome, the history shows us most plainly 
that they were not wanted. In that very pro- 
tracted controversy with the Donatists the 
Bishop of Rome’s advice was never sought. No 
appeal was ever made to him, but always to 
the Emperor. Thus an appeal was made to 
the Emperor Constantine A.D. 313, and he ap- 
pointed Melchiades, Bishop of Rome, with three 
bishops from Gaul (afterwards the number was 
increased to eighteen), to examine the case, 
which was decided against the Donatists. But 
the Donatists objected that the opinion of 
nineteen bishops at Rome (the Bishop of Rome 
was only on an equality with other bishops) 
ought not to outweigh the decision of seventy 
bishops of Numedia, who were fully acquainted 
with all the circumstances. Therefore the 
Emperor, attaching no more importance to the 
decision of the Bishop of Rome than to that of 
any other bishop, summoned a Council at Arles 
to decide the case, consisting of bishops from 
Italy, Gaul, Germany, and Spain. Again the 
sentence went against the Donatists, who then 
appealed to be heard by the Emperor in person. 
To this he consented, and in A.D. 316 he heard 
the case at Milan, both sides being present, 
and decided against the Donatists. In all this 
there never appears to have been a thought that 
the Bishop of Rome had any judicial power. 
But the Donatists now charged the Emperor 
with passing an unjust sentence through allow- 
ing his mind to be prejudiced against them. 
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Therefore the Emperor ordered their places of 
worship in North Africa to be taken from them, 
and the seditious bishops to be banished, with 
other penalties. But after some years, at the 
suggestion of the Prefect of Africa, these laws 
were repealed. 

It would be tedious to follow the changes 
in the Donatist controversy ; but again we may 
notice that no appeal was made to the Bishop 
of Rome by either party. At the beginning of 
the fifth century the Donatists enjoyed com- 
parative prosperity, but the orthodox bishops 
determined to crush them. (The difference 
between the Donatists and the orthodox was 
that the Donatists insisted upon the necessity 
of the lapsed, or those who in time of persecu- 
tion had given up their sacred books, being 
baptized again before being readmitted into the 
Church.) Therefore the Council of Carthage, 
A.D. 404, sent deputies to the Emperor Honorius 
to induce him to act against them. They so 
far succeeded that the Emperor inflicted fines 
upon them, and in the next year imposed very 
severe penalties upon them, by what was called 
the Edict of Unity. Again the Council of 
Carthage, A.D. 407, sent other deputies, who 
induced the Emperor to be more severe in 
exacting the penalties of the Edict of Unity. 

In A.D. 409 Honorius published a law that 
no one should be interfered with in matters of 
religion. But another Council of Carthage, 
A.D. 410, again sent deputies to the Emperor. 
They not only induced him to repeal that law, 
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but also to appoint Marcellinus, his private 
secretary, to go to Africa in A.D. 411 to put 
an end to the long and injurious controversy. 
Accordingly in A.D. 411, at what was called a 
conference, at which 286 orthodox bishops and 
279 Donatist bishops were present, Marcellinus 
sat as judge for three days, and then gave 
sentence against the Donatists. Surely, if 
Augustine and the rest of the Council of 
Carthage had any idea that the Bishop of Rome 
had any authority over other bishops, they 
would have desired the Emperor, instead of 
sending his private secretary to determine so 
important a question, to send the Bishop of 
Rome as more satisfactory, or rather they would 
have appealed to the Bishop himself. 

Again, as so much importance is attached to 
Augustine’s presence at those Councils, as touch- 
ing the Apocrypha, it may be well to ask, What 
was Augustine’s real opinion about the 
Apocrypha? And that may throw some light 
on the meaning of the passage quoted to prove 
that the Apocrypha formed part of the written 
Word of God: Quia a patribus ita accepimus 
in ecclesia legendum—‘“ Because we have re- 
ceived from the Fathers that these books are 
to be read in the Church.” It would have been 
interesting to know which of the Fathers taught 
that these books were inspired or formed part 
of the written Word of God. The words quoted 
do not say that any part of the Apocrypha is 
inspired. And when it was said that ‘St. 
Jerome himself before the said two Councils of 
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Carthage seemed” (note the word ‘‘ seemed ”’) 
‘““to doubt the inspiration of the books of the 
Old Testament not inserted in the Jewish Canon, 
yet, afterwards, when the declaration of those 
Councils came to his knowledge, he ceased to 
doubt with regard to those Apocryphal books, 
which by them were declared [?] inspired.” 
This is simply assertion, not only without proof, 
but contrary to the plainest evidence, and 
opposed to the testimony of Bellarmine. Jerome 
never had any doubt about the Apocrypha, but 
denied most distinctly and emphatically the in- 
spiration of those books. And there is not the 
shadow of evidence that he ever changed his 
mind on the subject (see pp. 17-19). 

On the same page 14 we read “ Catholice 
Ecclesie,’ translated ‘‘ The Catholic Church ” 
instead of ‘‘ Catholic Churches,” INDEPENDENT 
CHURCHES. Is there no design in this? 

Though Augustine thought that Ecclesiasticus 
and Wisdom were to be considered prophetical 
books, the reason he gives for this shows that 
he did not believe them divinely inspired. But 
if they were not so inspired, they are only on 
a level with other purely human works. Now 
the Jews always believed that the Canon of 
the Old Testament was closed with Malachi, 
in the time of Artaxerxes, King of Persia. And 
they arranged the whole of their sacred Scrip- 
tures in twenty-two books, to correspond with 
the twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alphabet. 
Josephus, than whom there is no _ greater 
authority, tells us that all Jews esteemed those 
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Books as containing Divine doctrines, and were 
willing, if necessary, to die for them. But the 
books, written after the time of Artaxerxes, were 
not esteemed of equal authority BECAUSE THERE 
HAD BEEN NO SUCCESSION OF PROPHETS SINCE 
THAT TIME. . 

Augustine fully confirms this, for in his work 
eae Civitate Dei,” Lib. xvii., c. 24, he says: 
““In the whole of that period, from the time 
that they [the Jews] returned from Babylon 
after Malachi, and Haggai, and Zacharias, and 
Ezra, they had no prophet, until the advent 
of the Saviour, except another Zacharias, the 
father of John, and Elizabeth, his wife.” By 
thus mentioning Zacharias and Elizabeth he 
emphasised the fact that there had been after 
Malachi no prophet or inspired person, and 
therefore no inspired writing. 

In the twentieth chapter of the same book 
he tells us that ‘‘Solomon wrote three books, 
Proverbs and Ecclesiastes and the Song of 
Songs. But the other two books, Wisdom and 
Ecclesiasticus, are commonly called Solomon’s 
on account of a similarity of style. But the 
more learned do not believe that they are his.” 
And again in his catalogue (Book II. on 
Christian Doctrine) he says: ‘* Next the Pro- 
phets, in which are one Book of David’s, the 
Psalms, three of Solomon’s—Proverbs, and Song 
of Songs, and Ecclesiastes. For those two books 
Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus are called Solomon’s 
on account of some similarity, for Jesus Sirach 
is commonly believed to have written them.” 
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Thus again he assigns them to a time when he 
says there was no inspiration. Yet he added: 
‘““ They, however, since they deserve to be re- 
ceived into authority, and to be placed among 
prophetical books.” For this opinion he gives 
no reason except ‘‘some resemblance to 
Solomon’s writings.” But he could not possibly 
have meant that they deserved to be received 
into authority as divinely inspired books, for 
that would flatly contradict what he said in the 
quotations from his own works given above. 
That ‘‘they are to be placed among pro- 
phetical books” (‘‘ prophetical”’ is not to be 
understood in the modern sense of prophetical, 
for in the books written by Solomon there is 
not a single prediction—see p. 31) can only 
mean that they are to be put into a class 
of books which resembles the books written 
by Solomon. Of this there will be found in 
the quotations from the works of Jerome a full 
explanation of the way they were read and 
quoted. But Wisdom is most evidently a 
forgery, and NO FORGERY CAN BE DIVINE, nor, 
whatever qualifications it may possess as a 
purely human work, can it be honestly quoted 
to prove any Christian doctrine. The writer 
pretends that it was written by Solomon (viii. 21 
and ix. 4, 5). Yet he was so ignorant of the 
time of Solomon as to say that the Israelites 
were in subjection to their enemies (xv. 14), 
whereas they enjoyed great peace and pros- 
perity all the days of Solomon. Further, he 
wrote in Greek, a language not known to the 
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Israelites till hundreds of years after the time 
of Solomon. Even Jerome said: ‘‘ The Book of 
Wisdom is nowhere among the Jews': moreover 
its very style smells of Greek philosophy. Quin 
et ipse stylus Grecam philosophiam redolet.”’ 

Again, Augustine in ‘‘De Civitate Dei,” 
Lib. xviil., c. 26, expressly states that the Book 
of Judith is not in the Jewish canon. And in 
the same book (c. 36) he tells us that “* the 
Jews did not receive the Books of Maccabees 
as canonical, but the Church did on account of 
the excessive and wonderful sufferings of certain 
martyrs, who, before Christ had come, con- 
tended in bodily suffering even unto death for 
the law of God.’’ The recording of these suffer- 
ings is no proof of inspiration, but the record 
might well be read. as an example of endur- 
ance for the sake of the truth. In fact, the 
First Book of Maccabees distinctly repudiates 
all claim to inspiration by thrice stating that 
there was no prophet in those days (iv. 46, 
i, 27, and xiv. 41): 

I have dwelt at sufficient length on Augus- 
tine to show that ‘““ THAT GREAT DOCTOR 
a) FATHER OF THE CHURCH "in his 
writings gives no authority for thinking that 
the Apocrypha has any claim to be included 
among books of Divine authority. 

Let us now turn to other Fathers. Of those 
called Apostolic Fathers, that is, who were con- 
temporary with or immediate successors of the 
Apostles, not one quotes or makes mention of 
the Apocrypha. 
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Melito, Bishop of Sardis, end of the second 
century, took a journey to Palestine for the 
express purpose of obtaining accurate informa- 
tion about the books of the Old Testament, 
and in a letter to his friend Onesimus (which 
Eusebius, fourth century, has preserved) he 
gives a list of the books. That list corres- 
ponds with that acknowledged by the Jews, 
though differing in order. 

Origen, A.D. 230, according to Eusebius 
(‘‘ Eccles. Hist.,”’ Lib. vi., c. 25), gave a similar 
catalogue, except that he said that there were 
twenty-two books, whereas he has only given 
twenty-one, the minor Prophets, which by the 
Jews were always counted as one book, being 
omitted. Probably the transcriber is respon- 
sible for the omission, which would make up the 
twenty-two books. Also Baruch is added to 
Jeremiah and Lamentations. No doubt by 
Baruch he meant that portion of Jeremiah’s pro- 
phecy which was written by Baruch on a 
separate roll (Jer. xxxvi. 2), for the only books 
of the Apocrypha mentioned by Origen were 
Maccabees, and these he said were é&& rourdv, 
‘“outside these ’’—that is, they did not belong 
to the Jewish Old Testament Scriptures. 

Athanasius (A.D. 326) gives a similar cata- 
logue, except that he omits Esther. Then he 
adds: ‘‘ There are other books which are not 
canonical, namely, the Wisdom of Solomon, the 
Wisdom of Sirach and Esther, and Judith and 
Tobias.”” The removal of the Book of Esther 
to the Apocrypha may be accounted for by the 
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fact that more than six apocryphal chapters have 
been added to it. 

Hilary, Bishop of Poictiers, A.D. 350, Says: 
“The reason why the Law of the Old Testament 
is divided into twenty-two books is, that they 
may agree with the number of letters.”’ Then 
he gives a list according to the Jewish canon, 
which he says make up the number of twenty- 
two books. ‘‘ To some, however, it seems good 
to add Tobit and Judith, and thus reckon twenty- 
four books according to the number of Greek 
letters.” 

Epiphanius, a native of Palestine, Bishop of 
Constantia in Cyprus, A.D. 368, has spoken of 
the books of the Old Testament in three dif- 
ferent parts of his writings. His catalogue 
agrees exactly with the Jewish canon, to which 
he added: ‘‘ These are the twenty-seven books, 
which were given by God to the Jews, though 
they are reckoned only twenty-two according to 
the letters of the Hebrew alphabet. There are 
also two other books, which are doubtful, the 
Wisdom of Sirach and of Solomon, besides other 
books, which are apocryphal.” 

The number of testimonies to the same effect 
might be greatly increased. Now, if there is 
one Father whose testimony the Church of Rome 
is bound to accept, it is St. Jerome, at the 
end of the third or beginning of the fourth cen- 
tury. It is through his labours that they have 
the Vulgate translation of the Bible, which the 
Church of Rome has declared to be authentic 
and the only recognised authority. The testi- 
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mony of Jerome in this matter is most clear and 
definite. He has given a catalogue of the books 
of the Old Testament, arranged according to 
the Jewish method. And he gives them just as 
they stand in the English Protestant Bible. 

Then, having finished his catalogue, he says : 
‘““ This prologue may serve as a helmeted intro- 
duction to all the books of the Scriptures, ‘which 
I have translated from the Hebrew into Latin, 
so that we may be able to know that whatsoever 
is outside these is to be put among the 
apocryphal books. Therefore Wisdom, com- 
monly called Solomon’s, and the Book of Jesus, 
son of Sirach, and Tobit, and the Shepherd, 
are not in the canon. The first Book of 
Maccabees I have found in Hebrew, the second 
is Greek as is evident from its phraseology.” 
Therefore whatever is not found in that cata- 
logue must be excluded from the Scriptures of 
the Old Testament ; it forms no part of the 
written Word of God. 

In other parts of his writings Jerome is equally 
definite in this matter. Thus in his Preface to 
Jeremiah he says: ‘‘ But we have passed over 
the Book of Baruch, his scribe, which is not 
read nor esteemed among the Jews” (Vol. I. 
of his Works, p. 554, Paris). 

In his Preface to Daniel he says: ‘* Which 
[book] amongst the Hebrews has neither the 
history of Susanna, nor the song of the three 
children, nor the fables of Bel and the Dragon ” 
(vol. i., p. 990). So he speaks with equal clear- 
ness about the apocryphal books. 
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In his Preface to the Books of Solomon he 
says: ‘‘ Therefore as the Church reads indeed 
Judith and Tobias, and the Book of the Mac- 
cabees, BUT DOES NOT RECEIVE THEM AMONG 
THE CANONICAL SCRIPTURES, so let her read 
these two books [Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus ] 
for the edification of the people, NOT for con- 
firming the authority of ecclesiastical dogmas.” 
But surely if they were divinely inspired, if they 
formed part of the written Word of God, they 
might and ought to be used for the confirmation 
of ecclesiastical dogmas and doctrines. Thus 
Jerome and the Church of Rome are opposed to 
each other. 

It is equally clear that other Fathers did not 
recognise any Divine authority in the Apocrypha. 
This is confirmed by Bellarmine, for he tried 
to excuse them for not so receiving the Apocrypha 
by saying, that the question had not been deter- 
mined by any General Council before that of 
@rent, A.D. 1563. 

We have still higher testimony. St. Paul 
(Rom. iii. 2) tells us that the chief advantage 
that the Jews had over the Gentiles was, that 
‘““to them were committed the oracles of God.” 
But what advantage would that be, if they 
knew not what did, or did not, belong to the 
oracles of God? They knew that the Apocrypha 
formed no part, and therefore it was always 
excluded. And this was confirmed by our Lord. 
He frequently mentioned, referred to, and 
quoted the Scriptures, but He never quoted or 
referred to the Apocrypha. The same may be 
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said of the Apostles. It seems impossible to 
imagine how the Apocrypha could have been 
so ignored if it formed part of “‘the written 
Word of God.” 
We have seen that the Church of Rome, when ~ 
it suits her purpose, calls Augustine “ST. 
AUGUSTINE, THE GREAT DOCTOR AND 
FATHER OF THE CHURCH.” Here I will 
show how Augustine differs from that Church on 
a point most vital to the Church. To prove 
the doctrine of transubstantiation and the Mass 
Faa di Bruno and all Romanists rely upon and 
constantly quote John vi. 53, 54: “ Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, except ye eat the flesh 
of the Son of Man and drink His blood, ye 
have no life in you. Whosoever eateth My 
flesh and drinketh My blood hath eternal life.” 
Contrary to the Church of Rome, Augustine 
shows that these words are not to be taken 
literally, and that they have no reference to 
any Sacrament, but that they simply declare the 
absolute necessity of faith, accepting Jesus as 
our personal Saviour, who has made a full satis- 
faction for all our sins, so feeding upon Him 
in our hearts. Thus in one of his rules for 
the interpretation of Scripture language he says : 
‘‘Tf a form of speech seems to command a dis- 
graceful thing, or a crime, it is figurative.” 
Then he gives an example. Now, an example 
to prove a rule must be unquestionable, for if 
there be any doubt about its meaning, the rule 
is worthless. The example which he gives is: 
‘‘Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man, 
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and drink His blood, ye have no life in you.” 
To which he added: ‘‘ He seems to command 
a disgraceful thing, or a crime, THEREFORE it 
is figurative, commanding us to communicate in 
the sufferings of the Lord, and sweetly and 
profitably to treasure up in our minds that His 
flesh was crucified and wounded for us.” From 
this it is evident that Augustine believed that no 
one EVER DID or could interpret John vi. 53, 54 
literally. In other passages also he taught that 
eating the flesh of Jesus had no connection with 
any Sacrament. For example, he says: ‘“‘ To 
believe in Him [Jesus] is to eat the living 
bread. He that believeth eateth.”’ And, again, 
his well-known epigrammatic saying: ‘“‘ CREDE, 
ET MANDUCASTI.” Why prepare the teeth and 
the belly? BELIEVE AND THOU HAST EATEN. 
This interpretation of Augustine’s is, in fact, 
our Lord’s interpretation. He was speaking to 
those who had just been eating of the five barley- 
loaves, and who were convinced by that miracle 
that Jesus was the Prophet foretold by Moses 
(verse 14). Therefore they expected that He 
would feed them, as their fathers had been fed 
in the wilderness (verse 31). But Jesus told 
them that it was far more necessary for them 
to eat “‘that meat which endureth to everlast- 
ing life’? (verses 27, 31). When they asked 
how they were to obtain it, He replied that it 
was by believing in Himself, the living Bread 
which came down from heaven. And it may 
be observed, that no less that seven times 
in that chapter He called Himself “‘ the bread 
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of life which came down from heaven.” But 
the flesh, the body of Jesus, the eating of which 
gives eternal life (verses 50, 51), did not come 
down from heaven. This He took upon Him 
in this world at His incarnation. Eating His 
flesh, therefore, cannot possibly be taken in a 
literal sense. So Jesus explained, over and over 
again, that the eating was nothing but the exer- 
cise of faith. What could be clearer than 
verses 34, 35: ‘‘ Then said they unto Him, 
Sir, evermore give us this bread. And Jesus 
said unto them, I am the bread of life ; he that 
cometh unto Me shall never hunger, and he that 
believeth in Me shall never thirst.” Again, 
verses 47, 48: ‘‘ Verily, verily, I say unto you, 
He that believeth on Me hath everlasting life. 
I am the bread of life.” Afterwards Jesus con- 
cluded by saying (verse 63): ‘It is the Spirit 
that giveth life [Cworoovy]; the flesh profiteth 
nothing [ov« dveéy, an emphatic negative] ; the 
words which I have spoken [AsA4@Anxev| unto you 
are Spirit and they are life.” Yet, in spite of 
Augustine’s and our Lord’s clear explanation, 
and His final declaration, the Church of Rome 
persists in taking the words literally, and 
believing that the flesh, under the form of a 
wafer, does profit and is necessary for salvation |! 

I will add that it was impossible that Jesus 
could command that His flesh should literally 
be eaten. He came (Matt. v.97 )ereee 
destroy, but to fulfil the Law. He came to 
offer Himself as a sacrifice for the sins of the 
world. And the one great object of the Epistle 
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to the Hebrews was to prove to the Jews that 
Jesus was the only true ‘sin offering, whose 
blood, or death, alone could atone for sin. 
“For it was not possible that the blood pf 
bulls and of goats could take away sin”’ 
(Heb. xi. 4). And Heb. ix. tells us that the 
high priest’s entrance into the holy place once 
a year with the blood of the sin offering was 
only a type of Jesus, our great High Priest’s 
entrance into heaven with His own blood. Now, 
the law of the sin offering was (Lev. vi. 30): 
“No sin offering whereof any of the blood is 
brought into the tabernacle to reconcile withal 
in the holy place shall be eaten; it shall be 


burnt with fire.’ That this law referred 
specially to Jesus we learn from Heb. xiii. 11, 
12: ‘‘For the bodies of those beasts, whose 


blood is brought into the sanctuary by the 
high priest for sin, are burned without the camp. 
Wherefore Jesus also, that He might sanctify the 
people with His own blood, suffered without the 
gate.” Again in Lev. xvii. Io, 11, the eating 
of blood is condemned, and the reason given is : 
“For it is the blood that maketh atonement 
for the soul.” The only blood that maketh 
atonement for sin is the blood of Jesus. Con- 
sequently this law also must refer to Jesus. 
Therefore Jesus could not require any one to 
eat His flesh or drink His blood without 
destroying the law, which referred to Himself, 
and which He came to fulfil. 

Again, Jesus said (Mark vii. 15): ‘‘ There 
is nothing from without a man, that entering 
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into him can defile him, because it entereth not 
into his heart.’”’ In like manner we may say 
that there is nothing from without a man that 
entering into him can purify, cleanse, or sanctify 
him. Consequently, if it were possible for us to 
eat the flesh of Jesus, it would profit us nothing. 
Yet we are told that Jesus dwells in the hearts 
of His people. How does He enter? Not by 
the mouth, but by faith, by their receiving the 
testimony of God’s written Word concerning 
Him. And as He dwells in the heart, so they 
feed upon Him in faith, love, and gratitude 
for what He is to them, and what He has done 
for them. And this food is as necessary for the 
maintenance and growth of their spiritual life 
as food is for the body (Gal. ii. 20). This is, 
in fact, Augustine’s explanation of John vi. 53, 
54, for holding which opinion Rome has 
murdered thousands of Christians. 

For the great Doctor and Father of the 
Church’s opinion of the literal interpretation see 
p. 58. For his interpretation of Luke xxii. 19, 
20, see pp. 157-158. 

I do not intend to notice all the doctrines of 
the Church of Rome, therefore before leaving 
John vi. 53, 54, I will very briefly point out 
how that text entirely disposes of the figment 
of baptismal regeneration. It most emphatic- 
ally declares by the words “ verily, verily ”’ that, 
though a man may have been baptized, he has 
no spiritual life in him if he eat not the flesh 
of Jesus ; but if he eats, he has spiritual and 
eternal life. From this it is evident that that 
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eating alone constitutes regeneration, and 
baptism has nothing to do with it. The same 
is distinctly taught in John i. 12, 13, where we 
read that ‘‘to as many as received Him [Jesus] 
He gave power to become the sons of God, even 
to them that BELIEVE in His name: who were 
born not of blood [not through being descended 
from godly parents or ancestors], nor of the 
will of the flesh [of their carnal nature], nor 
of the will of man, but of God.” Now, 
if baptismal regeneration were true, this would 
be absolutely false, for man, without consulting 
God, determines who is to perform the 
ceremony, the time and place, and all the 
attending circumstances. So it would be by 
will of man. Therefore, if God’s Word be true, 
‘baptismal regeneration ”’ is. false. Baptismal 
regeneration also contradicts John iii. 6, for 
by it man not. only knows, but determines 
beforehand how, when, and where the Spirit 
must come and act! Baptism is a sign of 
the necessary purifying of the heart. But the 
sign of anything cannot be the- thing signified. 
And the New Testament in a great variety of 
ways testifies that we can become children of 
God only by faith (Gal. li. 26; John iii. 36; 
Reo NS ide 30 PACES OXVE! SE) Xv. Op EXILES ¢ 
Eph. il. 7-10, &c). And it has been abund- 
antly proved that the expression ‘“‘ eating the 
flesh of Jesus ”’ means nothing else than feeding 
on Him in the heart by faith. 

Thousands of baptized persons in every part 
of the world prove the truth of the above. Like 
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Simon of Samaria, they have neither part nor 
lot in the matter (Acts vill. £3) 2njn) oe 
their fruits ye shall know them ”’ (Matt. vii. 20). 

Chapter VII. of ‘‘ Catholic Belief” is on 
Tradition, and begins ‘‘ THE UNWRITTEN WORD 
OF GOD CALLED BY ST. PETER, THE WORD OF 
THE LORD ENDURETH FOR EVER,” as if the 
written Word of God could not endure for 
ever! He who can see authority for the need, 
or even the existence of tradition in these words 
of St. Peter may be expected to see it every- 
where. Then, after five similar quotations, there 
follows this explanation: ‘‘ Wherever in the 
New Testament the Word of God revealed by 
Christ, or through His apostles, is spoken of, 
before it was committed to writing, it always 
refers to the unwritten Word of God.” A 
wonderful conclusion! Before it was written 
it was unwritten! But Faa di Bruno evi- 
dently means that it was never to be written. 
The next sentence is: ‘‘ Even after the Word 
of God was in part committed to writing, some 
passages evidently refer to the Word of God 
unwritten, as, for instance, where St. Peter says : 
‘* But the Word of the Lord endureth for ever, 
and this is the Word which has been preached 
unto you”’ (2 Pet. i. 25). This implies that 
Peter could not mention anything that he him- 
self, or any of the Apostles, had preached in 
time past, except what was not to be written, 
but to become tradition to be handed down 
by the Church | 

Next we are told that ‘‘St. Paul gives an 
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idea of how tradition should proceed,” when he 
says: ‘‘For I delivered unto you first of all 
that which I also received” (1 Cor. xv. 3). 
Of course he did not deliver to them the product 
of his own brains, but that which he had received 
by revelation, and he went on briefly to remind 
them of what he had taught them, but there is 
not a tittle of evidence that there was anything 
in what he had taught them that was not to be 
committed to writing. There was nothing secret 
in what he taught. What he delivered, he 
delivered to the whole Church, and this reminder 
was addressed to the whole Church. Then Faa 
di Bruno proceeds: ‘* And again, when writing 
to Timothy, he says: ‘ The things which thou 
hast heard of me by many witnesses, the same 
commit to faithful men, who shall be fit to teach 
others also”’ (2 Tim. il. 20). This, indeed, was 
necessary. If the Church was to continue and 
extend in the world, there would need a succes- 
sion of ministers, taught and fitted for the work. 
Every denomination of Christians in the present 
day finds it necessary to follow the directions 
of St. Paul. But there is not a word in that 
sentence which implies the necessity of an un- 
written tradition, but the contrary. It was not 
any private or secret instruction that Timothy 
was to impart to those appointed to teach, but 
the instruction which he had himself received 
publicly “‘in the presence of many witnesses.” 
In like manner he was to impart it to those 
appointed to be teachers. 

Even the very passages in which Faa di 
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Bruno was able, through his Roman spectacles, 
to see authority for tradition, which was to 
endure for ever by being handed down by 
bishops and priests, plainly show that there can 
be no need of tradition. For example, in the 
passage on which he lays the greatest stress, 
namely, 1 Pet. i. 25, ‘‘ The Word of the Lord 
which endureth for ever” 1s “‘ the Word which 
was preached ’”’ unto the people. It was thereby 
entrusted to them and deposited with them. And 
no doubt all the Apostles, as well as St. Paul, 
were faithful, and declared the whole counsel 
of God, and kept nothing back that was profit- 
able, so that all that the Apostles taught in 
word, as well as in writing, AT ONCE BECAME 
THE COMMON PROPERTY OF EVERY MEMBER OF 
THE CHURCH. The immediate successors of the 
Apostles could not be faithful unless they fol- 
lowed the Apostles’ example, and taught all that 
the Apostles taught. This would leave no room 
for tradition. Afterwards the adding to, or 
taking from what the Apostles taught WAS THE 
CORRUPTION OF THE CHURCH. 

On page 17, to prove the necessity of tradi- 
tion, Faa di Bruno made much of St. Paul’s 
words, ‘‘ Faith cometh by hearing.” By this 
he meant the necessity of the priests’ teaching, 
as if faith could not come by reading. Preach- 
ing was at first the principal means of spreading 
the Gospel. And now, when missionaries go 
into a country where the Gospel is unknown, 
and a strange language spoken, it is, and for 
some time must continue to be, the only means, 
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till the Scriptures, or some part of them, are 
translated into that language, and brought within 
the reach of the people. Then the circumstances 
are changed. It was not the preaching of St. 
Paul that brought faith to the Jews of Berza, 
but comparing his teaching with the written 
Word of God. And for this they were com- 
mended (Acts xvii. II, 12). 

It would be an endless task to follow this sort 
of reasoning of Faa di Bruno. As St. Paul said 
to the Ephesian elders that he had “ declared 
unto them the whole counsel of God,” and had 
“kept nothing back that was profitable,” so 
doubtless he had been equally faithful to other 
Churches. Now the question naturally arises, 
Could he not have written all that he preached? 
Why should he not do so? Why should he, and 
other apostles, in writing, omit the most impor- 
tant part of what had been revealed to them? 
Was it the fear that if ‘‘ the Word of the Lord 
preached’”’ was committed to writing it would 
not ‘“‘endure for ever’’? If it should be said 
that it was God’s will that ‘‘ the word preached ” 
should not be written, I would reply, that if 
God had appointed that any part of Divine 
revelation should be transmitted by tradition, 
He would have made it clear that there was 
such a tradition, and would not have left it to 
mere assumption, resting on such illogical injfer- 
ences as we have been considering. He would 
have made it distinctly known where it was 
to be found, and have provided that the channel 
through which it was to flow SHOULD BE PURE, 
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AND NOT SUCH AS WOULD JUSTIFY ANY MAN IN 
REJECTING IT. 

For more than six hundred years before the 
Reformation the Church of Rome was a foul 
mass of corruption. This may be proved by 
the testimony of numerous Romish writers, 
whose authority no honest Romanist would ques- 
tion. The historian Baronius, whom Pope 
Leo XIII. described as ‘‘a faithful writer, who 
has never been equalled,” thus describes the 
Church of Rome in his ‘“‘ Ecclesiastical Annals,” 
A.D. 912. ‘‘ What was then the face of the 
Holy Roman Church? How most foul? When 
harlots, at once most powerful and most base, 
ruled in Rome, at whose will sees were changed, 
bishops were promoted, and, what is horrid to 
hear, and unutterable, pseudo Pontiffs, their 
paramours, were intruded into the see of 
Peter!” But the Church could not have come 
into this horrible state all at once. It must 
have passed through a considerable period of 
degeneration. Nor did that state of profligacy 
soon cease. The Roman Catholic princes of 
Germany, assembled in the Diet of Nuremburg 
in 1522, presented to Pope Adrian VI. a list 
of one hundred grievances. They set forth the 
gross immorality of the Bishops and priests. 
They described the enormous wickedness en- 
couraged by indulgences, so that there was no 
crime that could not be indulged in by the 
payment of money. Even Cardinal Bellarmine, 
the great defender of the Church of Rome, 
acknowledged that ‘‘ for some years [he should 
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have said centuries] before the Lutheran and 
Calvinistic heresies, according to the testimony 
of those who were then living, there was an 
almost abandonment of equity in the ecclesias- 
tical judgments, no discipline in morals, no 
learning in sacred literature, no reverence in 
Divine things, religion was almost extinct.” 
Such is not the testimony of Protestants, but the 
undeniable testimony of Romanists and Romish 
writers. 

But the whole drift of that long chapter of 
“Catholic Belief”? is to depreciate or rather 
to get rid of the Bible. This is manifest from 
the conclusion drawn on p. 22, of ‘* Catholic 
Belief’: ‘‘ Tradition without the Holy Scrip- 
tures, Old or New, sufficed for many years, and 
could still sufice, But HOLY SCRIPTURE 
has never sufficed by itself, it always stood in 
need of Divine tradition.” This is plain lan- 
guage. For many years—yea, for hundreds of 
years, the Holy (!) Roman Catholic Church did 
very well without the Bible, and could do with- 
out it still, much better without it than with 
it. Was it not therefore a very great mistake 
that the Bible was ever written? For it con- 
demns her as the great apostasy. Hence her 
hatred of the Bible, as is manifest wherever 
she has had the power. But tradition, which 
can be adapted to circumstances, because it can- 
not be examined or criticised, is an irresistible 
weapon. The Church has spoken, and there 
is an end of the matter! But such traditions 
of the Church as can be examined, because they 
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are recorded, will be proved to be worthless 
(see pp. 83-84). 

On the next page there is this audacious 
sentence: ‘*‘ Hence the ancient and successive 
Fathers have always recognised the necessity of 
appealing to TRADITION, THE UNWRITTEN |WORD 
OF GOD, in order to confute heresies, to settle 
controversies about religion, and to establish 
with authority and certainty what, according to 
the revelation of God, we ought to believe 
and do in order to be saved.” I know not 
how to characterise this sentence. I cannot 
give di Bruno credit for being ignorant of the 
testimony of Tertullian (A.D. 194): “If it is 
not written, let them fear the curse allotted to 
those who add or diminish.” Or of Cyprian, 
Bishop of Carthage in the third century: ‘* Cus- 
tom without truth is but the antiquity of error, 
and there is a short way for pious and simple 
minds to find out what is truth. For if we 
return to the beginning and original of Divine 
tradition, human error ceaseth. Thither let us 
return, to our Lord’s original, the evangelical 
beginning, the apostolical tradition, and thence 
let the reasons of our actions arise ; from thence 
order and the beginning arose.” 

‘‘ If therefore Christ alone is to be the head, 
we ought not to regard what another before us 
thought fit to be done, but what Christ, who is 
over all, did. For we ought not to follow the 
customs of men, but the truth of God, since God 
Himself spake thus by the prophet Isaiah: ‘In 
vain do they worship Me, teaching for doctrine 


AN IMPUDENT ASSERTION REFUTED 33 


the commandments of men.’ (Which very 
words our Lord again repeats in the Gospel: 
‘Ye reject the commandments of God that 
ye may keep your own ttraditions.’” THIS 
IS EXACTLY WHAT THE CHURCH OF ROME 
DOES. 

Cyril, Bishop of Jerusalem, A.D. 380, wrote: 
** Not even the least of Divine and holy mysteries 
[see especially puorfpiv, p. 67] of the faith 
ought to be handed down without the Divine 
Scriptures. Do not simply give faith to me 
whilst I am speaking these things, except ye 
have proof of what I say from the Holy Word. 
For the security and preservation of our faith 
are not supported by ingenuity of speech, but 
by the proof of the sacred Scriptures.” Faa 
di Bruno takes no notice of these and other 
ancient writers who used similar language, re- 
jecting everything like tradition, and insisting 
upon the necessity of Holy Scripture alone. Nor 
can I imagine how he can reconcile that passage 
with 2 Tim. iii. 15-17, where we are told that 
“the Holy Scriptures are able to make one wise 
unto salvation through faith which is in Christ 
Jesus.””’ From a child Timothy had known the 
Holy Scriptures, which had been sufficient to 
teach him all that was necessary for salvation 
without the help of tradition. Further it is added : 
‘‘ All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, 
and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 
correction, for instruction in righteousness, that 
the man of God may be PERFECT, THROUGHLY 
FURNISHED UNTO ALL GOOD WORKS.” If we 
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could imagine that St. Paul had written this for 
the purpose of contradicting what Faa di Bruno 
said above, he could not have done it more 
pointedly. It refutes every single expression. 
The Scriptures, the written Word of God, in 
doctrine is sufficient ‘‘ to confute heresies,” “‘ to 
settle controversies about religion,’ and “to 
establish with authority and certainty what we 
ought to believe and do, in order to be saved, 
and to be perfect, throughly furnished unto all 
good works.” What more can be required? For 
what authority can be greater, or afford greater 
certainty than a writing given by inspiration of 
God? The language is plain, simple, easily un- 
derstood, and leaves no room for tradition, and 
the Church of Rome acknowledges it to be part 
of the written Word of God. 

The chapter ends with: ‘‘ The Fathers of the 
Church plainly expressed their belief that the 
written Word of God by itself, without the help 
of tradition, would always leave disputes un- 
solved, points of belief and morals undetermined, 
and true religion a problem unsolved.” The 
writer does not tell us which of the Fathers ever 
made use of such assertions. I know not any. 
No doubt there were many such Fathers when the 
Church was satisfied, or rather determined to be 
without the Bible, when as Faa di Bruno says, 
‘*the Church did very well without the Bible.” 
But if that passage of St. Paul be really a part 
of the written Word of God, as the Church 
of Rome, as well as Protestants, acknowledge 
that it is, that alone outweighs all the Fathers 
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of every age, who have taught the necessity of 
tradition. ‘‘ Let God be true but every man a 
liar” (Rom. iil. 4). 

In writing the foregoing sentences Faa di 
Bruno acted on the Platonic principle, as 
adopted and explained by Clement Alexandrinus 
(pp. 161-2). And he used without moderation or 
restraint the liberty which that principle allowed. 


Notwithstanding the fact, mentioned by Faa 
di Bruno, that the Church of Rome for a long 
period did very well without the Bible, and could 
do without it still, and consequently had no desire 
that others should possess it, but rather mani- 
fested her zeal in Bible-burning, and persecuting 
those who dared to read it, yet we are told that 
we obtained our Bible from Rome! In the 
Roman Catholic Universe of January 2, 1909, 
there is a long, cleverly written article to prove 
this. The arguments, however, are founded on 
groundless assumptions. Towards the end the 
writer says’: ‘‘ What I wish to drive home, and 
what must be as clear as the noonday sun to 
every one is, that they get their books from 
Rome, that without the Roman Catholic Church 
they would not have got them, and that the 
Decrees of Carthage, 397 and 419 A.D., when 
all Christianity was Roman Catholic, confirmed 
by the Council of Florence, 1442, under Pope 
Eugenius IV., and the Council of Trent, 1546— 
those Decrees of the Roman Church and those 
only are the means and the channel and the 
authority upon and with which Almighty God 
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has used to hand down to us His written Word. 
Who can deny it?” This is the way the Church 
of Rome deals with history! 

In dealing with the above I will first take the 
assertion that ‘‘ all Christianity at the time of 
the Councils of Carthage was Roman Catholic,” 
after that the assertion that we got our Bible 
from Rome, and let the reader judge fairly in 
these matters. 

Of course Romanists believe that the Bishop 
of Rome inherited the supremacy from Peter. 
But, so far from all Christianity being Roman 
Catholic at the time of the Councils of Carthage, 
of the Eastern Churches, which at that time 
formed the greater part of the Christian world, 
and included all the Churches mentioned in the 
New Testament, not one from the time of the 
Apostles to the present day ever acknowledged 
the authority of the Bishop of Rome. And the 
members of those Councils showed by their 
actions that they knew not that the Bishops of 
Rome ever claimed the right to interfere with 
the affairs of other Churches (pp. 9-11). And 
in this there is no evidence that they differed 
from the other Western Churches. The evidence 
therefore is that THE WHOLE OF CHRISTENDOM 
WAS THEN IGNORANT OF ROMAN CATHOLICISM. 
And not a single Christian writer before Pope 
Siricius at the end of the fourth century can be 
quoted to prove that the Bishops of Rome in- 
herited any power from Peter. And we may well 
question whether that was not a forgery, for 
even Pope Gregory the Great, two centuries after 
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that time, was ignorant of any such claim (see 
below, p. 38). 

No one can read the history of the Church with 
care without observing the constant striving after 
power by the bishops. And in this contest the 
importance of the Church over which a bishop 
presided had naturally a great influence. There- 
fore the Bishops of Rome were the chief offenders. 
In this struggle for power it often occurred that 
the rights of the weaker were encroached upon 
by the greater. In a few cases the aggrieved 
ones appealed to the Bishop of Rome, and the 
Bishop of Rome encouraged such appeals ; and 
Romanists in later times quote these cases as 
proofs that the Bishop of Rome had the right of 
deciding all disputes. But facts are against 
them. Such claims were never acknowledged or 
made. That the importance of the Bishop of 
Rome depended solely on the political greatness 
of Rome is clearly shown by St. Cyprian, Bishop 
of Carthage, A.D. 250, who, in a letter to the 
Bishop of Rome, said, ‘‘ A precedence is given 
to the Bishop of Rome, because Rome for its 
greatness ought to precede Carthage.” He knew 
of no other reason for that precedence. And it 
would have been absurd for him to have men- 
tioned this, if he had ever heard that the Bishop 
of Rome had inherited any power from Peter. 

But we have still more important evidence, as 
it carries us down to a later date. When the 
Emperor Constantine removed the seat of govern- 
ment from Rome to Constantinople, the Bishop 
of Constantinople, regarding that as being now 
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the chief city of the world, assumed the hitherto 
unheard of title of Universal Bishop—that is, 
Bishop of the whole Christian Church. It is 
clear that he had never heard of the Bishops of 
Rome having inherited any power from Peter, 
but as it was the greatness of Rome which had 
given the precedence to its bishop, and as Con- 
stantinople had now taken the place of Rome, 
in his sudden exaltation he assumed the title of 
Bishop of the whole Church. And the Council 
of Constantinople, who were equally ignorant of 
any supremacy having been inherited by the 
Bishops of Rome from Peter, in 587 confirmed 
that title. But when Pope Pelagius II. heard of 
it, he protested strongly against it. But he never 
pretended to have inherited any power from 
Peter. And Gregory the Great, who succeeded 
‘him A.D. 590, tried for some years to deprive 
the Bishop of Constantinople of that title, which 
he described as ‘‘ PROFANE, ANTICHRISTIAN, 
AND INFERNAL BY WHOMSOEVER USED.” It is 
clear that he did not believe that the Bishops 
of Rome inherited the supremacy from Peter, 
or he would have claimed the title himself. But 
he said that NONE OF HIS PREDECESSORS IN THE 
SEE OF ROME HAD EVER USED THAT TITLE. This 
controversy between the Bishops of Constan- 
tinople and Rome ultimately led to the entire 
separation between the Churches of the East 
and West. 

The question in the following extract from 
a letter of Gregory to the Bishop of Con- 
stantinople might apply to the popes who 
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succeeded Gregory: ‘‘ With tears I write it, 
that a bishop, whose duty it is to lead others 
to humility, has himself departed from it. Paul 
would not allow any one to call himself after 
him or Apollos. What art thou prepared to 
say to Christ, the Head of the universal Church, 
at the last day, when thou seekest to bring all 
members of the Church into subjection to thy- 
self by means of the title of universal ruler? 
This haughty title is a following of Satan, who 
exalted himself above all angels.”” And again : 
“Far from all Christian hearts be that blas- 
phemous title, in which all presbyters have their 
honour taken away, while the one foolishly 
Peurps it’ (Lib. vy. Eph. 18, Lib. vi. Eph. 33). 
Observe how exactly Gregory’s words agree with 
the constitution of the Churches founded by the 
Apostles. Every presbyter was a bishop, and 
no bishop was anything more than a presbyter 
(pp. 144 and 150). He calls the Bishop of 
Constantinople a presbyter, and nothing but a 
presbyter, except by usurpation. 

After the time of Gregory the Great, when 
that fourth-century invention of Pope Siricius 
had become a received tradition, it fully estab- 
lished the claims of the popes on the forgery ; 
and the former reason for the Bishop of Rome’s 
precedency, namely, the greatness of the city 
of Rome, was quietly dropped. 

I now turn to the absurd assertion that 
Protestants obtained their Bible from Rome, 
which was impossible. From the Middle, or 
Dark, Ages the Church of Rome never had any- 
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thing of the Scriptures except the Latin Vulgate 
translation, and to the present acknowledges no 
other) (Preface and pp. 71-72). In the Dark 
Ages the original languages of the Bible were 
entirely lost in all the Churches of the West. 
But learned Jews retained a knowledge of the 
Old Testament Hebrew. The revival of the 
knowledge of the Greek language came about 
through the taking of Constantinople by the 
Turks, A.D. 1433, when a number of learned 
men fled to Europe with their literary treasures 
and became teachers of Greek. This led to 
the examination of the ancient Greek manu- 
scripts of the New Testament, which had been 
preserved, UNKNOWN, for hundreds of years, in 
old libraries (the most ancient known MS. was 
only discovered in the last century in the library 
of the monastery of Mount Sinai). It was from 
these ancient and authentic MSS. that the Pro- 
testant Bible was obtained, but it had no con- 
nection with the Vulgate. And it was from the 
study of those ancient MSS. that the glorious 
Reformation was brought about. The Council 
of Trent rejected the Hebrew and Greek 
Scriptures, and declared that the Vulgate version 
was authentic. This confirmed the Church of 
Rome in the possession of the Vulgate only, 
and that Church could hand down no more than 
it possessed. Yet on this absurd assumption 
that we got our Bible from Rome Romanists 
found the absurd argument that we are there- 
fore bound to accept Rome’s interpretation 
of it. 
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Chapter VIII. (‘‘ Catholic Belief ’’) treats of 
the reading and interpretation of Scripture. 

This chapter is another attempt to get rid 
of the Bible by substituting the Church. Its 
object is to frighten weak-minded Protestants 
out of their right of exercising their private 
judgment, that they may be drawn into the 
Church of Rome, where they are promised 
perfect safety, without the trouble of thinking 
for themselves. This is like the well-known 
fable of the spider and the fly. It may be 
observed that the advocates of the Church of 
Rome freely quote the Scriptures, when it suits 
their purpose, but they wisely forbid us to form 
our own opinion of the quotations. We must 
accept without question the Church’s interpreta- 
tion. We are not allowed to judge whether the 
quotations have any reference, direct or in- 
direct, to the subject for which they are 
quoted. 

‘Catholic Belief’ was written for the con- 
version of Protestants. But how could a Pro- 
testant become a Romanist without exercising 
his private judgment? How could he know that 
the arguments are sound, and the facts to be 
relied upon? Some are captivated by display, 
by pomp, and ceremony, as if God was well 
pleased with such things, as they are themselves. 
And many, unfortunately, act without thinking. 
But ‘“‘ Catholic Belief ’’ is throughout an appeal 
to Protestants to renounce for ever their reason 
and private judgment by one single act of 
surrender of their judgment, which is equtiva- 
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lent to saying that they have now got all the 
information that is possible, and therefore 
further examination into the _ subject is 
unnecessary. 

Faa di Bruno asserts that human judgment 
is fallible, which is true; that the Church is 
infallible, which is false ; that the Church is 
the only means of knowing the truth, which is 
also false. 

The chapter begins with stating that there 
are difficulties in the Bible. Protestants 
acknowledge that there are. But many make 
difficulties where there are none, and the Church 
of Rome multiplies them by casting doubts on 
every interpretation except her own. So we 
are told that ‘“‘St. Augustine, though so great 
a scholar and a Doctor of the Church, confessed 
that there were more things in the Bible he 
did not understand than those he did.” But if 
St. Augustine, SO GREAT A SCHOLAR AND 
DOCTOR OF THE CHURCH, could not under- 
stand them, it is certain that the Church could 
not understand them, for he was not inferior to 
the other Doctors of the Church, therefore the 
Church could not explain them. 

The way “ private interpretation” is treated 
in this chapter is THOROUGHLY DISHONEST. It 
is constantly assumed that Protestants always 
rely upon their own judgment alone in the in- 
terpretation of Scripture, which is false. They 
acknowledge the necessity of seeking the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit, which is the 
highest authority. On the other hand, Pro- 
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testants are overwhelmed with the constant 
repetition of ‘‘the lawful authority,’ “the 
Church inspired by the Holy Spirit,” “‘ the Holy 
Spirit to be sought in or through the Church,” 
“the bishops, the lawful successors of the 
Apostles,” “‘ the pride, the presumption, the sin 
of refusing to accept the teaching of such 
inspired and legal authority.” 

The Bible from the beginning to the end 
bears upon the very face of it, that it is the 
will of God that the Scriptures should be read 
and studied and interpreted by all. And the 
Scriptures tell us how they are to be inter- 
preted—namely, by the help of the Holy Spirit. 
Therefore in all doubts and difficulties, and 
as a warning against error or false teach- 
ing, we are ALWAYS directed to the written Word 
of God, NEVER ONCE to the Church as guide. 
In all such cases ‘‘ Catholic Belief” tells you 
to go to the priest (p. 231). 

That private interpretation by every one is 
scriptural let us take a few examples. First, the 
plain command of our Lord (the original Greek, 
Vulgate, and Roman Catholic Bible), ‘‘ Search 
the Scriptures.’’ But di Bruno labours to prove 
that this command does not mean what common 
sense would say, that it means, and what those 
to whom the words were addressed would neces- 
sarily understand, but that it just meant to them 
nothing at all. 

Next, the Gospel of St. Luke and the Acts 
of the Apostles were written for and addressed 
to a private individual, that he might KNOW 
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THE CERTAINTY of those things which are most 
surely believed by true members of the Church 
(Luke i. 3, 4). These words, if they mean 
anything, must certainly mean this, that what 
St. Luke wrote was sufficient for him; and if 
sufficient for him, it must be sufficient for us 
also. The Epistle to the Romans was addressed 
“to all that be in Rome called [to be] saints.” 
The words “‘to be” printed in italics are not’ 
in the Greek. ‘‘ Saints’ was the common name 
of all members of the Church as distinct from 
those who were not members (see 1 Cor. vi.). 
The Epistle therefore was addressed to every 
member of the Church. The first Epistle to 
the Corinthians was addressed to ‘‘ the Church 
which is at Corinth . . . with all that in every 
place call on the name of Jesus Christ our Lord ” 
(Church, ’exxAnoia, congregation). The second 
Epistle “‘to the Church of God which is at 
Corinth with all the saints who are in all 
Achaia.” To the Galatians, as Galatia was an 
extensive district, the Epistle was sent ‘‘ to the 
Churches,” independent Churches. So in all 
the Epistles it is supposed that all who were 
addressed would understand what was written 
(see di Bruno’s logic, p. 31, exposed pp. 72-74). 
Every word of exhortation, every word of reproof, 
every word of comfort, of instruction implied 
that those addressed would understand. And 
it is absurd, if not something worse than absurd, 
to suppose that the Apostle, with the help of the 
Holy Spirit, could not write in language to be 
understood without explanation given by others. 
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The passages especially quoted to prove 
the danger of private interpretations are 
PexeVvill, 19,:20; 2 Pet. 1. 20, im. .16; 
and 1. Tim. ili. 15 (‘‘ Catholic Belief,” pp. 29 
and 31). 

Matt. xxvill. 19, 20 is a favourite passage 
with Romanists. The note in the Roman 
Catholic Bible is: ‘‘‘ All power,’ &c. See here 
the warrant and commission of the Apostles 
and their successors, the bishops and pastors 
of Christ’s Church. He received from His 
Father all power in heaven and in earth; and 
in virtue of this power He sends them 
to teach and to disciple all nations and instruct 
them in all truths; and that He may assist 
them effectually in the exercise of this commis- 
sion He promises to be with them . . . all days 
to the consummation of the world. How then 
could the Catholic Church ever go astray, having 
always with her pastors Jesus Christ Himself, 
who is the Way, the Truth, and the Life?” This 
is very plausible, but it is founded on several 
groundless assumptions. 

1. It is assumed that Christ intended to found 
one corporate Church under one visible head, 
the Pope, which is contrary to the truth. In 
the New Testament separate Churches are men- 
tioned, and no Church was ever said to be subject 
to any other. In fact, not one Church mentioned 
in the New Testament ever had any connection 
with the Church of Rome. The Church, the true 
Church, is composed of those who love and 
serve Jesus in sincerity and none else. 
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2. It is assumed that the promise was con- 
fined to the bishops and pastors (priests) of 
the Church of Rome, whereas we are told over 
and over again that Christ was with those 
Churches which never had any connection with 
the Church of Rome (Eph. ii. 10; Col. i. 27, 
Seo). 

3. It is assumed that the bishops and priests 
of the Church of Rome are and always have 
been infallible. ow could it be otherwise, 
since, according to the previous assumption, they 
have always had Christ Himself with them to 
keep them from going astray! So the Church 
was free from error when Gregory II. and 
Gregory III. established image worship, and 
Gregory II. said that the Emperor Leo did not 
deserve the name of Christian because he 
ordered all images to be destroyed ; and Pope 
Adrian in the Council of Nice in Bithynia, 
A.D. 786, decreed penalties against those who 
said that God alone was to be worshipped 
and adored; and when in the fourth century 
nearly the whole Church lapsed into Arian- 
ism, and Pope Liberius subscribed to the Arian 
creed |! 

The fact is, that the promise is to every 
Church which fulfils the conditions (verse 20) 
of teaching and obeying all things whatsoever 
Jesus commanded. Such a Church may be but 
a small one, a little flock despised by the Church 
of Rome and the world; but where two or 
three are gathered together in the name of Jesus, 
there of a truth He is in the midst of them 
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(Matt. xvili. 20). This promise of Jesus will 
stand fast for ever. 

The note on Matt. xviii. 19, 20 in the Roman 
Catholic Bible rests on the Romish idea that 
Jesus intended that His Church should be one 
corporate body under one visible head, the Pope. 
Therefore ‘‘ Catholic Belief’? from p. 105 to 
p. 164, is on the oneness of the Church. FOUR 
MARKS of the true Church are given. But the 
references to the Fathers are too many for 
examination here. The subject is more fully 
dealt with in other parts of the work. On 
page 106 “one fold, one Shepherd ” is quoted. 
One fold is understood by Romanists to mean 
one Church, the Church of Rome; and one 
Shepherd, the Pope. But that translation is 
wrong. Our Lord’s words (John x. 16) are: 
“Other sheep I have, which are not of this 
fold [avAn], them also I must bring . . . and 
they shall be one FLOCK [moiuvn}], one Shep- 
herd.” zoiuvn never meant a fold, but a flock, 
properly a flock grazing in the fields. The 
word for ‘“‘sheepfold’”’ here, as in verse 1, is 
avAy, and the one Shepherd is Jesus Himself, 
who is speaking. The words “not of this fold” 
signifies that there are more folds than one. 
The one flock is scattered in many folds, but 
the Good Shepherd knows them all. 

Page 107': “‘ THE FIRST MARK—ONENESS OF 
FAITH, OF WORSHIP, OF SACRAMENTS, AND OF 
A SUPREME RULER.” 

The one faith that saves is (Acts xvi. 31): 
“* Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou 
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shalt be saved.” This is repeated in various 
ways, I might almost say, hundreds of times 
in the New Testament. The Church of Rome 
has from time to time added new articles of 
faith as necessary to salvation. ‘Therefore the 
faith of the Church of Rome differs from the 
faith of the primitive Church. They cannot 
be said to be one. 

The Oneness of Worship.—The only worship 
which God accepts is that which is offered 
‘‘in Spirit and in truth” (John iv. 24). Such 
worship can only be offered by the help of 
the Holy Spirit. To depend on anything else 
is a hindrance to spiritual worship. Where 
‘‘two or three are gathered together ” for wor- 
ship, ceremonial display could never be thought 
of. It is equally out of place where two or 
three thousand are gathered together to worship 
God. It may produce a sentimental religion, 
but that is not spiritual. It may be very gratify- 
ing to human nature, but offensive to God. 

The Oneness of the Sacraments.—The Church 
of Rome has perverted the Sacraments (see 
pp. 20-24, 27, and 157-8). 

The Oneness of the Supreme Ruler. —This 
Jesus on several occasions absolutely forbade. 
Thus in Mark x. 42 He said: ‘‘ Those who 
are accounted to rule over the Gentiles exercise 
lordship over them, and their great ones exer- 
cise authority upon them, but SO SHALL IT NOT 
BE AMONG YOU.” So also in Luke xxii. 24-26. 
In these and other passages Jesus strictly for- 
bade the Apostles even to think of a supre- 
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macy. And if there could be no supremacy 
among the Apostles, there could be no supre- 
macy among their successors. 

But if oneness of the Supreme Ruler is a neces- 
sary mark of the true Church, what became of 
the true Church for fifty years from A.D. 1378, 
during which time there were two Popes (and 
at one time three), mutually excommunicating 
and cursing each other, and the so-called 
Catholic Church was equally divided between 
them. 

Page 132): ‘“‘* THE SECOND MARK—HOLI- 
NESS.”” HOLINESS! Where was the holiness of 
the Church of Rome from the seventh or eighth 
century to the time of the Reformation? (see 
pp. 29-30.) And at the dawn of the Reforma- 
tion, Pope Alexander VI., who died A.D. 1503, 
was such a monster of impurity and iniquity 
that it would be difficult to find his equal in 
the whole history of the world. He was utterly 
void of all feeling of decency or shame. He 
was guilty of treachery, perjury, murder, licen- 
tiousness, incest, &c. Pastor, who wrote the 
Lives of the Popes, a work approved by 
Leo XIII., paints his life in the blackest colours, 
and quotes Farrant, who was acquainted with 
him, as saying that he lived such a life that 
every one recoiled from him with horror. He 
also says that he obtained the Papacy by the 
most flagrant bribery. But what must have 
been the moral character of the cardinals, who 
could accept a bribe from such a man to make 
him the supreme rulers of the Church! If 
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such a Church was holy, what could be unholy? 
No doubt throughout the dark ages there were 
some who were witnesses for the truth, but most 
of these sealed their testimony with their blood, 
and their remembrance was cut off from the 
earth, but their record is in heaven. 

Page 153: ‘“‘ THE THIRD MARK—CATHO- 
LICITY.” The Church of Rome never was 
Catholic (see page 36). But ‘‘ where two or 
three are gathered together in the name of 
Christ, there He is in the midst of them” 
(Matt. xvill. 20). So St. Ignatius, the martyr, 
says : ‘* Ubi Christus, ibi Catholica est ecclesia” 
—‘‘Where Christ is, there is the Catholic 
Church.” 


Page 161: ‘‘ THE FOURTH MARK—APOSTO- 
LICITY.”” This is explained as apostolical 
succession. 


The Council of Trent declared that the inten- 
tion of a priest is necessary to perform a Sacra- 
ment. On this even Bellarmine confessed : 
‘‘“No man can be certain, by the certainty of 
faith, that he receives a true Sacrament, since 
no man can see the intentions of another.” And 
again: ‘‘If we consider in bishops this power 
of ordination, we have no more than a moral 
certainty that they are true bishops.” But on 
examination even this moral certainty vanishes. 
Supposing that there was ONE bishop in the 
early Church, or rather one supposed to be 
a bishop, but through the want of intention 
of a former bishop, or through bribery, which 
also disqualifies, that ONE incapable bishop 
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would year by year go through the form of 
ordaining priests, though he had no power 
of making them priests. And in the towns 
and districts where these supposed priests were 
located the people would grow up without Sacra- 
ments, and therefore be incapable of becom- 
ing priests or bishops, though this fact was 
unsuspected. Yet out of them some would be 
ordained as priests and some would become 
incapable bishops. And each one of these 
incapable bishops would go on repeating the 
process, because the chain of succession, having 
been broken, could never be mended. Thus 
in a few generations the apostolical succession 
would come to an end. But when we take into 
consideration the state of the Church during the 
dark ages (see pp. 30-31), the break in the 
chain of succession is not to be counted from 
one point, but from a multitude of points. And 
the idea of apostolical succession becomes 
absurd, ridiculous, impossible. 

The next passage referred to is 2 Pet. i. 20, 
on which di Bruno says: ‘St. Peter con- 
demns private interpretation, saying, ‘No 
prophecy [or explanation] of Scripture is made 
by private interpretation.’”” Prophecy never 
meant explanation. But in the Roman Catholic 
Bible I read: ‘‘ Understanding this first, that 
no prophecy of Scripture is made by private 
interpretation,” with the following note: ‘‘ This 
shows plainly that the Scriptures are not to be 
expounded by any private judgment or private 
spirit, because every part of the Holy Scriptures 
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was written by men inspired by the Holy Ghost, 
and declared as such by the Church, there- 
fore they are not to be expounded except by 
the Spirit of God, which He hath left and 
promised to remain with His Church,” &c. And 
which is promised to every one who asks 
(buke xd <23): 

My common sense tells me that a prophecy 
must exist before it can be explained or in- 
terpreted. Therefore neither private nor the 
Church’s interpretation could make the 
prophecy. And my private interpretation of 
St. Peter’s words shows me that he meant the 
very opposite to the teaching of Faa di Bruno 
and the note in the Roman Catholic Bible. 
Those words of St. Peter must be taken with 
the centext. The verses 19, 20, and 21 form, 
in fact, but one sentence. And here I must 
observe that both the sense and grammar show 
that the translation needs correcting. ‘‘ We 
have the more firm prophetical word.” More 
firm than what? Surely not more firm than 
what St. Peter had just stated from his own 
experience. The order of the words PeSadrepov 
Tov TpopntiKov A6yov requires the translation, ‘‘ the 
prophetic word confirmed.” And the word 
yiverat, translated ‘‘is made,” strictly signifies 
‘‘comes into existence,” and ‘éo¢ is private in 
the sense of ‘‘ one’s own”; in this case it is 
the prophet’s own. We may now look at the 
passage as a whole. 

‘And we have the prophetical word con- 
firmed (what God had promised, He hath so 
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fulfilled (Acts xiii. 32, 33) whereunto ye do well 
to attend as unto a lamp, Abxvor, that shineth in 
a dark place, until the day dawn and the day-star 
arise in your hearts ; knowing this first, that no 
prophecy of Scripture is derived from the 
prophet’s own explanation. For prophecy came 
not at any time by the will of man, but holy 
men of God spake by the inspiration of the 
Holy Ghost.” (The prophets did not under- 
stand the predictions which they wrote, and 
therefore could not have originated them—see 
I Pet. i. 10-12.) This, so far from condemn- 
ing the exercise of our private judgment 
in expounding or interpreting the Scriptures, 
DOES THE VERY OPPOSITE. It COMMENDS the 
diligent attention to and study of prophecy, 
by comparing the prediction with the fulfilment, 
until we get a clear knowledge of the same, 
“until the day dawn, and the day-star arise in 
our hearts.’’ But there is not a word about 
the Church’s teaching or guidance. Prophecy 
with its fulfilment is a bright lamp that shineth 
in a dark place, and it shines brightly enough 
without the help of a Roman candle. 

It may be observed that the reason given 
in the note of the Roman Catholic Bible why 
private interpretation is sure to lead into error 
is “BECAUSE every part of Holy Scripture 
was written by men inspired by the Holy 
Ghost.” And the same reason is given, and 
repeated in various ways by Faa di Bruno, that 
there may be no mistake about it; and this 
is the constant teaching of the Church of Rome. 
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This suggests the question, On what grounds 
does the Church of Rome claim to be infallible, 
and to have the sole right of interpreting the 
Scriptures? Is it not that she claims to be 
inspired by the Holy Ghost? Is it not there- 
fore a dangerous thing and certain to lead to 
error for a man to rely upon his own 
private interpretation of the Church’s teaching 
‘“ BECAUSE the Church is inspired by the Holy 
Ghost”? This, whilst it applies to all the teach- 
ing of the Church of Rome, applies especially 
to the Pope when speaking ex cathedra. But 
if private interpretation be strictly forbidden 
in the former case, it must be equally for- 
bidden in the latter. What means, then, are 
left for learning what either the Bible or the 
Church teaches when private judgment and 
private interpretation are excluded? How can 
Romanists escape from this dilemma? Only 
by casting off their mental and spiritual bondage, 
and claiming the right, which God grants to 
every one, of coming to Him with confidence 
in the name of Jesus, without the intervention 
of Church or priest, and seeking that Divine 
guidance which God, who cannot lie, has prom- 
ised. To such St. John (1 John ii. 20) says: 
‘‘Ye have an unction from the Holy One,” and 
in verses 26, 27: ‘‘ These things have I written 
unto you concerning them that seduce you. But 
the anointing, which ye have received of Him, 
abideth in you, and ye need not that any man 
should teach you.’ They need neither Pope 
nor bishop nor priest. 
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But after quoting 2 Pet. i. 20 Faa di Bruno 
says: ‘‘ Those who refuse to hear and follow 
the legitimate interpretation and faith of the 
Church [legitimate?] have only their own in- 
ventions and errors, and these they mistake for 
the Word of God.” Then he goes on to say 
Prat “they are,” as St. Paul expresses it, 
“‘tossed to and fro, and carried about with 
every wind of doctrine” (Eph. iv. 14). Now, 
St. Paul does not say one word about persons 
tossed to and fro through their own private 
interpretation of Scripture, but he speaks only 
of those who are misled ‘‘ by the wickedness 
of men, by the cunning craftiness, by which they 
lie in wait to deceive.’”’ And the reason they 
are so deceived is because they are not well 
instructed in the Scriptures, ‘“‘ which are able 
to make men wise unto salvation, and are profit- 
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, 
for instruction in righteousness ”’ (2 Tim. ili. 16, 
17). Therefore they are not able to use “ the 
sword of the Spirit which is the Word of God,” 
which (Eph. vi. 17) we are commanded to 
take, and therefore to use, for it would have 
enabled them to refute and slay all the specious 
reasonings and false quotations of the adver- 
sary. The devil can quote Scripture, but Jesus 
has shown us by example (Matt. iv.) that the 
devil can be overcome by the sword of the 
Spirit. And so can all his agents. Unfortu- 
nately, there are multitudes of Protestants who, 
through neglecting the study of the Bible, are 
unable to detect wrong or imperfect quotations, 
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or WHEN WORDS ARE TORN FROM THE CON- 
TEXT, and therefore they are satisfied with the 
mere sound of the words without weighing the 
circumstances. It is for them especially that 
the Church of Rome spreads her net. 

The third passage of warning selected by 
Faa di Bruno is 2 Pet. iii. 16. 

We are told that St. Peter warns against 
this danger (of being carried about with every 
wind of doctrine) when, referring especially to 
St. Paul’s epistles, he says: ‘‘In which are 
certain things hard to be understood, which the 
unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also 
the other Scriptures, to their own destruction ”’ 
(2 Pet. ili. 16). To this is added: ‘* Hence 
it appears how rash and dangerous is the prin- 
ciple of private interpretation, which emboldens 
every individual to prefer his own private view 
of any passage of Scripture to the solemn in- 
terpretation and decision of the whole body of 
Catholic bishops of past and present time, 
united to the See of Peter. Persons actuated 
by such pride cannot expect to be led by 
God into the truth.” Here we have an 
example of a very clever sophistical wrest- 
ing of St. Peter's words, to which is added 
a claim for episcopal infallibility and authority, 
with a threat against disobedience, only equalled 
by Satan’s claim to the authority and power of 
bestowing all the kingdoms of the world on 
whomsoever he would (Luke iv. 6). In this 
case the reality of pride is with those who claim 
authority and power which God never granted 
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to any man. But it is no mark of pride to 
take heed unto our Lord’s warning: ‘‘ Beware 
of false prophets which come to you in sheep’s 
clothing, but inwardly they are ravening 
wolves.” Especially is this needful when there 
is cause for suspicion. And no greater cause 
for suspicion can be imagined than when those 
who would be our guides, whilst talking 
smoothly about judging fairly, will not allow 
us to exercise our judgment at all, nor to have 
an opinion of our own on what most intimately 
concerns our eternal interests. It is not a mark 
of pride in such a case, nor is it a dangerous 
principle, to hold fast to what even the Church 
of Rome is compelled to acknowledge is the 
written Word of God, though she would gladly 
get rid of it if she could. 

Was it ignorance or impudence presuming 
on the ignorance of others which dictated that 
sentence about the solemn interpretation and 
decision of ‘‘ the whole body of Catholic bishops 
of past and present time”? Where are we 
told that the truth was to be deposited with 
them? We have seen that St. Paul imparted 
all that had been revealed to him to the whole 
Church. And every faithful pastor would follow 
Paul’s example, so that the whole truth of 
Christian doctrine was entrusted to all the 
members of the Church of Christ, whose duty 
it was therefore to ‘‘ contend earnestly for the 
faith once delivered to the saints (Jude 3) 
without depending upon bishops. 

But what Christian doctrine is there on which 
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the whole body of Catholic bishops of past and 
present time have been agreed? Have they 
all agreed with ‘‘ THE GREAT DOCTOR AND 
FATHER OF THE CHURCH,” St. Augus- 
time, Bishop of Hippo, in his interpretation of 
the words, ‘‘ This is My body,” and “ Except 
ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink 
His blood, ye have no life in you”? I know 
that all early Christian writers agreed with him, 
and I know that all who now call themselves 
Catholic bishops do not agree with him. And 
I know that the language of Augustine clearly 
signified his belief that his interpretation was 
held by everybody, that he had no idea that 
anybody ever DID or could understand those 
words literally. But he was no prophet. In 
his work on the interpretation of Scripture 
language, speaking on the use of figurative 
language, with special reference to the words 
before quoted, he says: ‘‘ We must beware of 
taking a figurative expression literally. For 
the saying of the Apostle applies to this case 
also: ‘ The letter killeth, but the Spirit giveth 
life.’ For when that which is said figura- 
tively is taken as if it were said literally it is 
understood in a carnal way. And nzothing is 
more fittingly called the death of the soul than 
when that in it, which raises it above the beasts, 
namely, the intelligence, is put in subjection to 
the flesh by a blind adherence to the letter.” 
This is strong language. It is evident that 
THE GREAT DOCTOR AND FATHER OF 
THE CHURCH thought that a man must lose 
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his reason or intelligence before he could believe 
that John vi. 53, 54 or Luke xxii. 19, 20 were 
to be understood literally. No plainer evidence 
than this can be imagined that down to his 
time the doctrine of the real bodily presence 
of Christ in the Sacrament, or transubstantiation, 
was utterly unknown. How is it, then, that 
many intelligent men do believe it? Simply 
because they are bound to accept the teaching 
of the Church rather than the testimony of their 
reason and of all the senses and faculties which 
God has given them. See especially pp. 71, 
72. (Compare the words of Augustine with 
those of Cicero, p. 186.) But four hundred 
years after Augustine’s time that of which he 
could never have dreamed occurred. Paschasius 
Rodbert put forth in definite form the monstrous 
doctrine of transubstantiation, upon which a 
great controversy arose. Why did not the whole 
body of bishops united with the see of Rome 
at once determine the question? Because they 
could not, for they were not agreed. So it 
had to wait for another four hundred years, 
whilst that dark age of ignorance and super- 
stition became still darker, until the Council 
of Lateran, 1215, made it an article of faith. 

Again, what was the unanimous decision of the 
bishops during the hundreds of years of the 
fierce contest about the Immaculate Conception, 
when the Popes could not, or dared not, decide, 
lest it should cause a fatal split in the Church? 
There had been for some time a gradual ten- 
dency towards the doctrine, but the real con- 
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troversy may be said to have begun when in 
1131 St. Bernard reproved the Canons of Lyons 
for introducing the unauthorised festival into 
their cathedral. For some time it was simply 
a dispute about the meaning of the words. But 
when Duns Scotus in 1307, before the Univer- 
sity of Paris maintained the doctrine of the 
Immaculate Conception in its highest sense, all 
the Franciscans, to which order he belonged, 
went with him. But the Dominicans resolutely 
opposed the doctrine. The conflict between 
them became very fierce. As time advanced the 
bitterness increased, till Pope Sextus IV. in 
1470 and again in 1483 tried in vain to impose 
on both sides the obligation of mutual toleration. 
All that the great Council of Trent could do was 
to reaffirm the order of Sextus IV. This instead 
of bringing peace only added fuel to the fire, 
so that Pius V. at the end of the sixteenth 
century forbade each other calling the other 
heretics. But little by little the opinion of the 
Franciscans prevailed, and in 1854 the Immacu- 
late Conception was decreed to be the doctrine 
of the Church! Where was “the unanimous 
decision of the bishops united with the see of 
Rome ” during those centuries of fierce dispute? 
We cannot ask, ‘‘ What was their solemn inter- 
pretation?” for there was nothing to interpret. 
The Scriptures do not say one word about the 
conception, or birth of Mary ; and it is equally 
certain that there was no Divine tradition on 
the subject, for, if there had been any, it would 
have been quoted by some of the disputants, 


INFORMATION WANTED 61 


which would at once have settled the question. 
But we may ask: From whence came the in- 
formation which finally settled the question? 
Thus history testifies that doctrines the begin- 
ning of which were so slight as to be altogether 
hid in obscurity have grown, little by little, till 
they have become the most important doctrines 
of the Church of Rome. And “the unanimous 
decision and interpretation of all the bishops of 
past and present time united with the see of 
the Pope” is simply a scarecrow to frighten 
weak-minded Protestants out of their right to 
exercise their own private judgment in the inter- 
pretation of the Scriptures. 

But we may ask, “Is it possible that St. 
Peter could in 2 Pet. i. 19 exhort his readers 
diligently to study the prophecies of Scripture 
till the darkness of difficulties and doubts was 
cleared away, till the day dawn and the daystar 
arose in their hearts, so that they could under- 
stand and interpret for themselves, yet in 2 Pet. 
ili. 16 should warn them against studying and 
interpreting the Scriptures for themselves? I 
could not believe that Peter could be so in- 
consistent, so illogical. Further the context in 
the third chapter shows that Peter did nothing 
of the kind, for in warning his readers “lest, 
being led away with the error of the wicked, 
they should fall from their own steadfastness,” 
he pointed out to them what would be the most 
certain means of strength and safety, namely 
to “‘ grow in grace and in the knowledge of our 
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ ” (2 Pet. iii. 18). 
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But how were they to grow in the knowledge 
of Jesus? Jesus Himself said of the Scriptures, 
** They testify of Me.’ Therefore the more 
they knew of that testimony (the prophecies and 
types) the more they would know of Jesus. The 
Scriptures would make them wise unto salvation 
through faith in Him. The context therefore 
(always so inconvenient to the Church of Rome) 
shows that, in this case also, Peter insisted on 
a diligent study of the written Word of God, 
as in 2 Pet. i. 19. And, if they had one or 
more of the Gospels, or had some of the epistles 
of the Apostles, they could learn much more 
about Jesus by studying them. But they were 
not directed to look to the Church, or to bishops 
or priests. But they would get a more intimate 
personal knowledge of Jesus by constant com- 
munion with Him (see p. 4). 

The fourth passage selected by Faa di Bruno 
is 1 Tim. ili. 16, which, taken with the whole 
context, is most important. 

Faa di Bruno quotes 1 Tim. ill. 16, “ the 
church of the living God, the pillar and ground 
of the truth,” to prove the danger of private 
interpretation ; and that it is necessary to submit 
to the teaching of the Church of Rome in order 
to know the truth. But is the Church the pillar 
and ground of the truth? If it were so, it 
would have been absolutely necessary that every 
one should know it, and therefore it must have 
been constantly and clearly stated in the New 
Testament. But of this there is not a word. 
We are NEVER ONCE told to go to the Church 
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_ for the truth, but are always directed to the 
written Word of God, and to the Holy Spirit, 
promised to all who ask, who will “ guide us 
unto the whole truth ” (wacav tiv adjPeav). But 
supposing that the Church were, in any sense, 
“the pillar and ground of the truth,” what right 
has the Church of Rome to claim to be THE 
Church. Not one of the Churches mentioned in 
the New Testament had even any connection 
with the Church of Rome, yet they had the 
eeoun (Acts xx. 20, 27); Gal. 11. 5; Col. 1.5, 6). 
What, then, is the meaning of “the church of 
the living God, the pillar and ground of the 
truth’? The difficulty is caused by a wrong 
division of chapters. In the original Greek 
there is no division into chapters and verses, 
nor are there any stops. 1 Tim. iv.’should end 
Tatny: the church of the lvme-Ged.”) “ The 
pillar and ground of the truth ” is the beginning 
of a fresh subject, and therefore should begin 
a new chapter, and there should be no division 
between Chapter III. and Chapter IV., as will 
be proved. 

First, consider the context. 1 Tim. iil. I-13. 
Paul gives to Timothy directions about the con- 
duct of bishops or presbyters. When he had 
finished telling Timothy what he must expect 
and insist upon in the case of those ordained, 
or to be ordained, he added in verse 14': “‘ These 
things I write unto thee, that thou mayest know 
how THEY ought [dé ‘‘ ought,’’ impersonal ; 
the sentence suggests ‘“‘ who ought ’’] to behave 
in the house of God, which is the church of 
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the living God.” Down to this point the subject 
is conduct, and nothing else. And if Paul had 
stopped at that point, no one could ever have 
suspected that anything had been omitted ; the 
sense and the sentence are perfect. 

Here I will observe that ‘“‘the Church of 
the living God” in verse 15 is no other than 
‘““the Church of God” in verse 5, and that was 
no other than the Church of Ephesus. But 
if we take it in the sense which the Church of 
Rome and Faa di Bruno put upon it, we are 
driven to the conclusion that Paul warned 
Timothy (ver. 5) not to ordain any man who 
was incapable of taking care of the Church of 
Rome or the Catholic Church |! 

Next, in the Greek language when three nouns 
come together in the same sentence “‘and” is 
used between each or omitted altogether. Thus 
in Eph. v. 19 we read in Greek “‘ psalms and 
hymns and spiritual songs”; in Col. iii. 16, 
in Greek, ‘‘ psalms, hymns, spiritual songs.” 
Both these forms are equally correct, and 
numerous examples of each are found in the 
New Testament. But our common expression 
‘‘ psalms, hymns, and spiritual songs” could 
not be allowed in Greek. The authorised 
English translation generally copies the Greek 
idiom, but sometimes very properly adopts the 
common English form of expression. Thus in 
1 Tim. i. 2 the Greek is ‘‘ grace, mercy, peace.” 
In the Protestant Bible it is correctly given, 
‘‘ grace, mercy, and peace. Applying this in- 
variable rule to 1 Tim. iii. 15, if Paul had 
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meant that ‘“‘the Church of the living God” 
was the pillar and ground of the truth, he would 
have written ‘‘the Church of the living God 
AND the pillar and ground of the truth.” The 
omission of that and signifies that “‘the pillar 
and ground of the truth” is the beginning of 
a new subject and a new chapter. This is con- 
firmed by the fact that if those words be joined 
to what goes before, we should have a new 
subject and new chapter beginning with “* AND,” 
which word would connect it with nothing, for 
there would be nothing to which it could be 
connected. 

Here it may be well to notice the difference 
in verse 16 between the Protestant and Roman 
Catholic Bibles. The Protestant Bible is a 
translation of the very words of the Apostle, 
“‘God was manifest in the flesh.” The Revised 
Version is more correctly “‘ He who was mani- 
fest in the flesh.” The difference was caused 
by a mark on the back of a MS. showing 
through a thin place in the parchment, making 
OS appear OS, a common abbreviated form of 
Qeoc. This was found on examination and cor- 
rected by other MSS. The Roman Catholic 
Bible is a translation of the Latin Vulgate, and 
reads: ‘‘ Manifestly it is a great sacrament of 
piety, which was manifested in flesh.” To me 
this is unintelligible. The word ‘ which” is 
the Latin quod, neuter, to agree with Sacra- 
mentum, but the original is 6c, ‘‘ who,” and 
refers to a person. Sacramentum could be 
no translation of pvorhpov, mystery (see below). 

6 


66 FUDGE FAIRLY 


It signified a sum of money deposited by parties 
in a lawsuit, which was forfeited by the loser 
and given to some sacred object. It also signi- 
fied an oath taken by a soldier. But several cen- 
turies after the Apostles the word sacramentum 
began to be or was used by Christians to signify 
anything sacred. And it was a long time after 
that before it acquired its present definite mean- 
ing as the Sacrament of Baptism or of the Lord’s 
. Supper. But I cannot imagine what a “‘ Sacra- 
ment of piety’’ could mean, or how it could 
have been manifested in flesh . . . or received 
up in glory. 

Now let us look at the whole passage, as it is 
in the Greek MSS., without stops or division into 
chapters and verses, from iil. 15 toiv. 6: “* The 
pillar and ground of the truth—and confessedly 
great is the mystery (a) of the object of our 
worship—(b) is He who was manifested in the 
flesh, justified by the Spirit, (¢) seen by His 
messengers, (d) preached among the Gentiles, 
believed on in the world, received up in glory ; 
but (e) the Spirit expressly says that in after- 
times some will apostatise from the faith through 
giving heed to deceiving spirits (f) and doctrines 
of demons (g) by the hypocrisy of men speak- 
ing lies, seared in their conscience, (A) forbid- 
ding to marry, (¢) commanding to abstain from 
meats which God created to be received with 
thanksgiving by them that know and believe the 
truth ; for every creature of God is good, and 
nothing to be refused, if it be received with 
thanksgiving, for it is sanctified by the Word 


EXPLANATION OF TERMS 67 


of God and prayer. If thou put the brethren in 
remembrance of these things thou shalt be a 
good minister of Jesus Christ.” 

The above may need some explanation : 

(a) The word mystery, pvorfpiov, signifies a 
revelation. A secret only becomes a mystery 
when it is revealed. Rom. xi. 25: ‘“‘I would 
not that ye should be ignorant of this mystery.” 
Such is the constant use of the word in the New 
Testament. The Church of Rome sometimes 
uses the word ‘“‘ mystery ”’ in a sense not found 
in the New Testament. 

(b) evoeBeia, godliness, as a feeling, experi- 
ence, a life or practice, cannot be the subject 
of a mystery or revelation, but with the definite 
article, as in this case, it signifies the object of 
worship: as in Acts xvii. 23, 6 évoePeire, ‘‘ that 
which ye worship.”’” And the revelation of Jesus 
as the Son of God is the greatest and most im- 
portant of all revelations (Matt. xvi. 17), and 
corresponds with ‘“‘the mystery of Christ” 
feel. 12°27, iv. 3). 

(c) Justified by the Spirit. ’Ev often signi- 
fies “‘ by,” as in Mark xii. 36, ‘ev ro rvebpar alin, 
by the Holy Spirit. 

(qd) By His messengers, Greek “angels,” 
which signifies messengers. The word Apostle 
also signifies one sent, a messenger. The united 
testimony of the Apostles and the Holy Spirit 
was most important (John xv. 20, 27 ; Actsi. 8, 
muvee 7 2 Pets 1-16; 8 John i. r). 

(e) “‘ But.” It is important to give the cor- 
rect and common signification of && (so the 
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Vulgate rightly gives autem). It shows that 
Chapter III. and Chapter IV. are inseparable. 

The signification of the passage is: But, 
though the evidence that Jesus is the pillar and 
ground of the truth is perfect, yet the Spirit 
expressly states that there will be an apostasy 
from the faith. Afterwards we are given some 
marks of the apostasy from the truth. 

(f) Deceiving spirits, false teachers (1 John 
Wi aye 

(g) Doctrines of demons—that is, doctrines 
about demons, as we speak of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, the doctrine of repentance, of 
baptism (Heb. vi. 1, 2). The word demon, 
Saw, properly signified any disembodied spirit, 
good or bad. If the Greeks had known any- 
thing of angels, they would have called them 
demons. The word might even signify a god, 
and in Acts xvii. 18, in the Authorised, the 
Revised, and Roman Catholic Bible, the word 
is translated “‘ gods.’”’ The word was also used 
to signify the souls of great and good men, who 
were regarded as tutelary deities, like the patron 
saints and guardian angels of the Church of 
Rome. Plato called them a connecting link 
between the gods and men—néra&v Ocoure kai 
Ovnrov. We have illustrations of this in 
the New Testament. When Paul in Athens 
preached about Jesus and the resurrection, some 
said that he was speaking about “ foreign 
demons,” as they thought of the soul of Jesus 
(Acts xvii. 18). And in his defence before the 
judges of the Areopagus (Acts xvii. 22), he 
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said: ‘‘ Men of Athens, I observe that ye are 
in every respect a very religious people,” 
wrongly translated ‘‘ too superstitious,’ which 
would have been very insulting to the Athenians. 
Paul meant, and they would understand him to 
mean, ‘‘much devoted to the worship of 
demons.” The word he used was 8 aoWamov- 
eotépovc—deisi-demonesterous. There is another 
example in’ Acts xxv) 19. Festus, the new 
Governor of Judea, in trying to explain to 
Agrippa the difference between St. Paul and 
the Jews (as he knew nothing of the Jews’ 
religion, his explanation was according to his 
own ideas of religion), said that the Jews “ had 
certain charges against Paul touching their own 
religion (demon-worship, deisi-demon-ia), and 
one Jesus who was dead, whom Paul affirmed 
to be alive. This shows how exactly the saint- 
worship of the Church of Rome corresponds 
with the demon-worship of the heathen Greeks 
and Romans. As demons signified the souls of 
the departed, it may be said that there is no 
difference even in name, it was only in another 
language. 

(h) The Church of Rome forbids all eccle- 
siastics, from the Pope downwards, to marry, 
and they are the important part of the Church, 
since there can be no Sacrament and therefore 
no salvation without a priest. Nor can there 
be salvation without submission to the guid- 
ance of priests. And there is no other Church 
that forbids marriage. Therefore as the words 
can apply to no other Church, THAT CHURCH 
fs) ver APOSTASY. 
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(¢) St. Paul warned the Colossians against 
obeying the ordinances, or commandments of 
men with regard to food. Col: i. 920% 
““Touch not, taste not, handle not.” And 
he told Timothy that he would be a good 
steward and minister of Jesus Christ if he put 
the brethren in remembrance that every creature 
of God is good and nothing to be refused, if it 
be received with thanksgiving. So also Jesus, 
when asked why His disciples did not fast like 
the Pharisees (Matt. ix. 14), said that such 
fasting by man’s appointment was like putting 
new wine into old skins. And again (Mark vii. 
15), He said: ‘‘ There is nothing from without 
a man that entering into him can defile him.” 
And to emphasise this fact He prefaced it 
by: ‘‘ Hearken unto Me every one of you, and 
understand,’”’ and added: ‘If any man have 
ears to hear, let him hear.’”’ But the Church of 
Rome has decided otherwise ; for to eat a little 
flesh on Friday, or any other days which she 
has decreed or may decree to be days of fasting, 
is a mortal sin, and therefore so defiles a man 
as to render him liable to eternal torments in 
hell, from which he cannot escape except by 
confession to a priest, and obtaining the priest’s 
absolution. Surely this ought to be enough 
to convince every reasonable man that it is 
better to trust his own private judgment than 
to be guided by the Church of Rome. For 
the very passage which is quoted to prove that 
she is infallible, ‘‘ the pillar and ground of the 
truth,” proves that she is the great apostasy. 
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Bats let us) return to 2 Pet. im. 16. ) We 
may observe that St. Peter does not say one 
word about those who in their interpretation 
honestly try to understand the Scriptures. He 
speaks only of such as dishonestly wrest and 
pervert, not only what is difficult, but also what 
is easy to understand. There are, and always 
have been, such men, but that is no reason why 
any one who honestly desires to know the truth 
should be deprived of the exercise of the reason 
and judgment which God has given to him, 
and FOR THE RIGHT USE OF WHICH HE IS RE- 
SPONSIBLE. If we should be deprived of every- 
thing which some persons pervert or misuse, 
what would be left us? But the language 
of St. Peter implies that at the very least there 
are some parts of Scripture which are easy to 
understand. May not a man interpret these for 
himself? CERTAINLY NOT, for we are told that 
every part of Scripture was given by inspira- 
tion of the Holy Ghost, and therefore no part 
is to be subject to private interpretation. To 
what extent is this sacrifice of private interpreta- 
tion to go? Is there no limit? THERE IS NONE. 
In “The Spiritual Exercise of St. Ignatius,” 
with a Preface by Cardinal Wiseman, London, 
nedg. Pp. 175, we read: “That we may in 
all things attain the truth, that we may not err 
in anything, we ought to take it as a fixed 
principle, that what I see white I believe black, 
if the hierarchical Church so defines it to be.” 
Surely the teaching of a canonised saint is 
sufficient. Cardinal Wiseman by writing the 
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Preface has made himself also responsible for 
that teaching. Again in ‘“‘ Manrese, the Spiritual 
Exercises of St. Ignatius,” second edition, 
Lyons, 1846, p. 392, Rule 13 of the Rules of 
the Orthodox Faith, the same principles are laid 
down: ‘‘So as to be of the same spirit, and 
of the same mind as the Church of Jesus Christ, 
so far as to believe that what is true is false, 
if she so defines it, for one must believe with- 
out hesitation that the Spirit of our Lord Jesus 
Christ is the Spirit of His Spouse, and that 
God, who formerly gave the Decalogue, is the 
same God who to-day inspires and directs the 
Church.” The simple meaning of these 
passages is that if by all the testimony and 
evidence by which a man can know anything 
we know that a thing is true, we must believe 
that it is false if the Church says that it is | 

If this is not a renunciation of our reason, 
our senses, our common sense, and all our facul- 
ties, I know not what is. How could a man 
judge fairly under “‘ Rome Rule”? It is mental 
and spiritual bondage to the fullest extent. 

Faa di Bruno attempts to prove that Pro- 
testants are wrong in their interpretation of 
1 Thess. v. 21: ‘“‘ Prove all things.” Jumping 
over the immediate context, he says: “*‘ Prove 
all things ’ cannot include the Scriptures, because 
these are not mentioned in the chapter.” But 
he does not tell us what is included. If any 
one will read the chapter carefully, he will find 
that there is nothing to which the words can 
refer except the context. And the context, with 
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the circumstances, is invariably the safest guide 
to a right understanding. But in his anxiety 
to prove that Protestants are wrong, that ‘* Prove 
all things’ does not sanction any private in- 
terpretation of the Scriptures, he falls into a 
strange confession. For he goes on to state, 
what is perfectly true, that ‘‘the epistle was 
addressed to the whole congregation with their 
pastors. . . . Surely if the whole congregation 
of a town agrees with their legitimate pastors 
about admitting, or not admitting, a certain 
doctrine, and they both follow the teaching—that 
is, the doctrine—of the Apostles, being kept alive 
among them, as recommended by St. Paul 
‘(2 Thess. ili. 15), they would be sure to go 
right.”” That the epistle was addressed to the 
whole congregation signifies that it was to be 
read by, not explained to, the whole congrega- 
tion (Col. iv. 16), who were expected to 
understand what was written. And “if the con- 
gregation agrees’”’ implies that every member 
of the congregation has a right to exercise his 
own judgment as well as the pastors. ‘‘ But 
that,” he adds, ‘‘ would not be by the Pro- 
testant, but the Catholic, system of interpreta- 
tion’?! (Compare pp. 55-56.) The truth of 
any doctrine, however, does not depend on any 
such agreement, but upon the plain testimony 
of God’s written Word. 

What, then,, is) the signification | of 
Be ANeSS))) Vu) 20's 0" Prove:\all things °*?) The 
word ‘“‘ but” (82) in the original Greek proves 
that ‘“‘ Prove all things” is inseparably con- 
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nected with that which goes before it. There- 
fore the sentence is: ‘‘ Despise not preaching, 
but prove all things, hold fast that which is 
good.” The word zpognréica in the New Testa- 
ment is always translated ‘‘ prophecy,” which 
is generally wrong. A zpogitne is one who 
speaks for another, especially one who speaks 
for God, and interprets His will to men, so it 
signifies one who preaches and explains God’s 
Word. It is absurd to suppose that there was 
such a multitude of prophets in the Church. 
Thus zoopntevw signified to preach or explain 
the Scriptures publicly, and pognreia is 
simply preaching (1 Cor. xiv. 24-31). Thus 
St. Paul in 1 Thess. v. 21 bids the Thessa- 
lonians not to despise preaching. At the same 
time he warned them not to accept everything 
that the preacher might say, but they were to 
“prove all things,’ and hold fast that which 
was good and profitable, and cast away that 
which was not. Thus in-1 Cor. xiv. 29: “Let 
the preachers [prophets, tpo@irac] speak, two or 
three, and Jet the rest judge.” 1 Cor. xiv. 26- 
29 should be read. Again, 1 John iv. 1: 
‘““ Dearly beloved, believe not every spirit, but 
try the spirits, if they be of God, because many 
false preachers are gone out into the world.” 
Such passages, with 1 Thess. v. 21, prove that 
the Apostles not only allowed, but REQUIRED, all 
the members of the Church to exercise their 
own judgment, which implies their own private 
interpretation of the Scriptures, for not one word 
is said about the necessity of Church interpreta- 
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tion or guidance. God would have an intelligent 
faith. 

Faa di Bruno makes much of ‘the number 
of sects amongst Protestants.” Of course 
Romanists reckon all who do not recognise the 
Pope as Protestants. But many of those sects, 
which to the greater part of the nation are 
unknown even in. name, rest not on the Bible, 
but on the rejection of the Bible, or the greater 
part of it. And the Church of Rome has no 
small share in causing the rejection of the Bible. 
Some time ago I met with a long list of sup- 
posed Protestant societies, but the greater part 
of them I never met with or heard of. But 
Faa di Bruno greatly exaggerates the differences 
which exist amongst those who are generally 
recognised as Protestants. He says: ‘* They 
differ from each other in vital points. I say 
in vital points, for on account of those very 
points they have thought themselves in duty 
bound to separate from some other community.”’ 
This is a false representation of the case. But 
it is such a representation as might be expected 
from one who belongs to a Church which does 
not allow any private interpretation of the 
Scriptures, but treats the slightest deviation 
from her own prescribed doctrine and practice 
as heresy or schism. But (with the exception 
of some, professedly members of the Church of 
England, who, through the influence of Jesuits 
and secret societies, have dishonestly adopted 
Romish doctrines and repudiate the name of 
Protestant) all Protestant and Evangelical sects 
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agree with each other in all essential points. 
The chief differences are, first, with regard to 
Church government, for which zo rule is given 
in the New Testament (see p. 143). Secondly, 
in the manner of conducting public services, 
and for this the only rule is 1 Cor. xiv. 26: 
‘““Let all things be done unto edifying.” This 
allows very great latitude and variety of ways 
of conducting services. Some may think one 
way most conducive to edification, others may 
think differently. Yet, notwithstanding these 
differences of opinion, Protestants regard each 
other as brethren in the Lord. They work 
together in Bible, tract, and other societies. 
They meet each other on the same platform 
for religious objects. And frequently ministers 
of one denomination, by invitation, take the 
services and preach in the chapels of other 
denominations, which clearly proves that they 
are not separated on any vital point. The 
Evangelical Alliance is a testimony to the 
same. It consists of members of the Church 
of England, Reformed Episcopal Church, 
Congregationalists, Baptists, | Presbyterians, 
Wesleyans, Primitive Methodists, United Metho- 
dists, &c. 

But if private interpretation of the Scriptures 
has caused these divisions among Protestants, 
we may ask, What has the Church of Rome 
and her prohibition of private judgment in 
matters religious done for France? It has 
changed what was proudly called ‘the eldest 
daughter of the Church” into almost a nation 
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of infidels and atheists ; for when Frenchmen 
cast off. what they had come to regard as 
monstrous and unreasonable doctrines, as they 
knew nothing of any other religion (the Bible 
had been kept from them by the Church), 
nothing else was left, except the remembrance 
of St. Bartholomew’s Eve, the Dragonades under 
Louis XIV., the revocation of the Edict of 
Nantes, and numerous other persecutions and 
murders perpetrated under the name of religion, 
which made them hate the very name of religion. 
The same process has begun in Spain and 
Portugal, where infidelity and atheism are 
rapidly on the increase. And the same may 
be said of Italy, where the people generally 
have very little respect for the priest. 

After trying to get rid of the Bible by the 
substitution of the Church (for as a matter of 
fact it comes to that, if we may not form our own 
opinion of what the Bible says, even when it 
speaks in the plainest and simplest language, 
but must look to the Church to know what it 
means), Faa di Bruno in a short paragraph 
would have Protestants believe that the Church 
of Rome has really no objection to the reading 
of Catholic versions, WITH NOTES, by the faith- 
ful. ‘‘ Although not indiscriminately circulated, 
it is not withheld from the faithful, and the 
reverent reading of it is encouraged by the 
Church.” They may read, but not form their 
own opinion of the meaning. May they form 
their opinion of the notes? To confirm this he 
refers to the letter of Pope Pius VI. to Arch- 
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bishop Martini approving of his edition of the 
Bible in Italian, 1778, ‘‘ To most editions this 
letter is prefixed.’”’ But that letter is no proof 
that the Pope had any desire that the people 
should become acquainted with the Bible, for 
that edition was in twenty-three volumes, and 
must have been rather a commentary on the 
Bible, and the price far beyond the means of all 
except the wealthy. Besides, the vast majority of 
the people could not read. It is hardly honest to 
prefix that letter to ‘“‘ most other editions.” 

The Rev. J. B. Bagshawey gage 
Threshold of the Catholic Church,” 1884, 
issued with Cardinal Manning’s Imprimatur, 
says, p. 250: 

‘‘In Catholic countries, therefore, certain 
restrictions are placed on reading the Scriptures. 
In England this is not so. The condition 
of the country seems to make such restriction 
undesirable, and therefore in practice each one 
is allowed to use his own discretion, remem- 
bering always, however, the principles on which 
restrictions are founded. 

‘The one authoritative version which the 
Church approves is the Latin Vulgate. There 
are several versions of the English translation, 
none of which have any great authority.” 

He does not explain what makes the differ- 
ence in this country. Of course it is the 
existence of Protestants and the Protestant 
Bible. Get rid of these, and the permission for 
Catholics to read the Bible in a language that 
they can understand would cease. And though 
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it be said that ‘‘each one is allowed to 
use his own discretion,” it is not a free use, 
since the laity are warned always to remember 
the principles on which restrictions are founded. 
This is equivalent to reminding them that private 
interpretation is a most dangerous thing, and 
therefore it would be wise to let it alone. Further, 
it is no encouragement to reading for the reader 
to be told that what he is reading has no great 
authority. Why does not the infallible Church 
issue an edition of absolute authority? Is the 
thing impossible? And if it is impossible, WHY 
is 11 IMPOSSIBLE? 

Cardinal Wiseman wrote an article for the 
Dublin Review on ‘‘ The Bible in Maynooth,” 
which was printed in pamphlet form in 1853 
under the title of ‘‘ The Catholic Doctrine on 
the Use of the Bible,” with the name of the 
Cardinal on the title-page. On p. 11 the 
Cardinal says: ‘‘ We must deny to Protestants 
any right to use the Bible, much more to in- 
terpret it.” On p. 20, after stating that the 
principles of the Church of Rome and of Pro- 
testants in the treatment of the Scriptures are 
different, he says: ‘* They are antagonistic, and 
we glory in avowing it.” On p. 26, after using 
language very similar to that of Dr. Bagshawe 
about restrictions in this country scarcely exist- 
ing, he adds: ‘And, on the other hand, in 
Catholic countries, such as can read, or do read, 
have access to the Latin Version without 
restraint.”” Imagine the Italians, or the 
Spaniards and Portuguese, of whom 80 per 
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cent. CANNOT READ THEIR OWN LANGUAGE, 
BEING ALLOWED TO READ THE LATIN VULGATE 
WITHOUT RESTRAINT! On the same page the 
Cardinal writes: ‘‘ But though the Scriptures 
may be here permitted, we do not urge them 
on our people ; we do not encourage them to 
read them; we do not spread them to the 
utmost among them. Certainly not.” But Faa 
di Bruno said above that the Church does 
encourage the laity to read them. I rather 
believe Cardinal Wiseman in this matter. Faa 
di Bruno was writing to catch Protestants. The 
more this subject is honestly examined the more 
evident it becomes (as is also proved in other 
parts of this work) that if Protestants had not 
translated the Scriptures into the vernacular, the 
Church of Rome would have done nothing. 

If we quote nothing but the authority of 
members of the Church of Rome, we are accused 
of making use of Protestant fiction. The follow- 
ing has just been brought to my notice. An 
anonymous writer, alluding to my former work, 
“The Church of Rome: a Standing Testimony 
to the Truth of God’s Word,” wrote: ‘‘ No 
doubt facts are stubborn things, so are Pro- 
testant fictions. No amount of exposure seems 
able to kill them.” Afterwards follows the 
astounding declaration (no fiction, of course) : 
‘* Moreover, there were over forty editions of 
the Bible published in Italian, with the express 
permission of the Holy Office, before the first 
Protestant translation was printed at Geneva in 
1562”! The Geneva edition in 1557 was not 
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the first Protestant translation. Imagine forty 
editions of the Bible being printed for a people 
that could not read |! 

Here I will give a quotation, not a Protestant 
fiction. The late Lord Acton, a staunch Roman 
Catholic, in his ‘“‘ Letters from Rome during 
the Vatican Council, London, 1870, vol. i1., 
p. 142, says: ‘‘We must remember that the 
theological literature published in Tuscany and 
Lombard might almost be called copious in com- 
parison with the nearly absolute sterility of the 
states of the Church. Here, in Rome, you may 
find a lottery dream book in almost every house, 
but never a New Testament, and extremely 
seldom any religious book at all.” It should 
also be remembered that up to that date, for 
more than a thousand years, the popes had had 
undisputed sway in Rome, assisted by a multi- 
tude of bishops, priests, and monks, with a con- 
tinual influx of wealth from every part of the 
Christian world under Papal influence, and this 
was the result with regard to the people! left 
almost without either religion or education! It 
should also be remembered that Pope Pius IX., 
who was then declared to be infallible, was most 
bitter, both in word and deed, against Bible 
societies, and this not simply because they circu- 
lated unauthorised versions, because, if that had 
been the sole cause, he could easily have sup- 
plied the people with an authorised version. 
He no doubt held the same opinion as that 
expressed by Faa di Bruno, that the Church 
could do very well without the Bible—that, in 
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fact, it was best that the people should be left 
without the Bible. 

The above may be confirmed by a quotation 
from Father Curci, who wrote in his Preface 
to his translation of the Gospels and Acts of 
the Apostles : ‘“*‘ The New Testament is the least 
studied and the least read book among us ; so 
much so that the mass of the laity, even those 
who are considered cultured, and who make 
a profession of religion, do not know of the 
existence of such a book. The majority even 
of the clergy do not know much more about 
it than what they are obliged to read in the 
Breviary and the Missal.’”’ Compare this with 
Faa di Bruno’s assertion: ‘“‘ The reverent read- 
ing of it [the Bible by the faithful] is 
encouraged by the Church.” If this had been 
the case, would it have been possible that such 
a state of things could have existed in the very 
centre of the Church, under the very nose of 
the Pope? 


FOUNDATION OF THE CHURCH 
OF ROME 


THE Church of Rome has no real historical 
foundation. It rests solely on tradition. There 
are five traditions on which it relies, and each 
of these is flatly contradicted by Scripture. 

The first tradition is that of Irenzus, which 
says that Peter and Paul founded, and were 
Bishops of, the Church of Rome, and appointed 
Linus to the Episcopate ; but Paul (Rom. i. 
IO, II, and xv. 24-28) distinctly tells us that 
he had never been to Rome, and this is con- 
firmed by the Acts of the Apostles. As Peter 
and Paul are thus joined together, they must 
be dismissed together ; yet on this worthless 
tradition the Pope claims the authority of both 
Peter and Paul. (See Preface.) 

The second tradition is that of Tertullian at 
the end of the second century, which says that 
Peter ordained Clemens, Bishop of Rome. But 
according to Romish tradition Peter was put 
to death A.D. 68, and Clemens was ordained 
A.D. 91; that is, Peter ordained Clemens 
twenty-three years after his own death ! 


The third tradition was found in the Chronicle 
83 
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of Eusebius towards the beginning of the fourth 
century. Rather late evidence. By it we are 
told, that Peter founded the Church of Antioch, 
and was its bishop for seven years ; after that 
he went to Rome, where he founded the Church, 
and continued its bishop for twenty-five years 
to the end of his life. But the Acts of the 
Apostles (xi. 19-26) tells us that the Church 
of Antioch was founded by Christians, who had 
been scattered abroad by the persecution, which 
began with the murder of Stephen, and by certain 
men from Cyprus and Cyrene. Therefore Peter 
had nothing to do with the founding of the 
Church of Antioch. And this is in reality 
acknowledged by the words of Faa di Bruno. 
Therefore the whole of this tradition may be 
dismissed till we get better evidence. 

The fourth tradition received by the Church 
of Rome says that, when the persecution by 
Nero began (A.D. 64) Peter was fleeing from 
Rome when he met Jesus, and asked Him, “* Quo 
vadis?” (“‘ Whither goest Thou?”’) Jesus re- 
plied that He was going to Rome to suffer again, 
as Peter was afraid of suffering. Upon this 
Peter returned to Rome, and at his own request 
was crucified with his head towards the earth, 
as he felt unworthy to suffer as His Lord. This 
is called a beautiful tradition. I should call 
it a silly fable. If Peter was fleeing from per- 
secution, he was only acting according to his 
Lord’s directions (Matt. x. 24). Now if Peter 
had been in Rome, or if according to this tra- 
dition he went back to Rome, his death would 
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have been in A.D. 64. But according to Roman 
chronology (“‘ Catholic Belief,” p. 164) Peter 
ordained Lmus A.D. 66, Cletus (or Ancletus) 
‘A.D. 78, and Clemens A.D. g1. This means 
that Peter ordained Linus two years, Cletus four- 
teen years, and Clemens twenty-seven years after 
his own death ! 

The fifth tradition appears to be the most 
acceptable to the Church of Rome, because they 
take from it the exact date of Peter and Paul’s 
death. This I pass over for the present. 

These traditions and quotations from them, 
allusions to them and arguments built upon 
them, are regarded by the Church of Rome as 
Strictly historical. From time to time other 
traditions were added. It is impossible to trace 
traditions to their origin, to say who first set 
the story afloat. 

Unhistorical legends easily originate (Luke 
i. 1-4 alludes to such) and pass from one 
to amother, especially when they coincide 
with the sentiments or wishes of those among 
whom they circulate. And it requires no stretch 
of the imagimation to believe that it accorded 
with the sentiments of many members of the 
Church of Rome, the chief city of the world, 
to accept any report which assigned the origin 
of their Church to Peter. To add Paul’s name 
also gave importance. Hence the reader may 
observe, that on each occasion in which the tra- 
dition mentions the presence of Peter in Rome, 
the presence of Paul is also added, whilst in 
each case Paul declares that it is false (pp. 83, 
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106, 113.) And it is manifest that the first to 
transmit these floating legends in writing were 
not careful to examine into the truth of their 
statements, though they may have truthfully re- 
corded what they had heard. The very little 
importance attached to the word ‘‘ bishop” in 
the primitive Church may account for this ap- 
parent carelessness. For example, the first, 
Irenzeus, could not possibly have said that Peter 
and Paul together founded the Church of Rome 
if he had taken the trouble to compare that 
statement with Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, 
in which Paul tells us that he himself had never 
been to Rome. Nor could Tertullian have 
examined into the accuracy of his information 
when he said that Peter ordained Clement 
Bishop of Rome, which ordination must have 
been many years after the death of Peter. These 
unhistorical legends were continually quoted, and 
from time to time other unhistorical traditions 
were added. 

Various attempts have been made to explain 
the tradition of Tertullian. Faa di Bruno says: 
‘**St. Clement did in fact succeed St. Peter, 
though after Linus and Anacletus, who were pre- 
viously the bishop coadjutors of St. Peter, and 
therefore St. Clemens, in his humility and dis- 
cretion, wished that they should succeed before 
himself.’”” But if Clemens was ordained in 
Peter’s lifetime, he also must have been for 
twenty-three years a bishop-coadjutor. Was he 
told to wait till the others were dead before he 
began to exercise his episcopal functions? If 
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he was told to wait till Linus and Anacletus 
were dead, little need be said about “‘ his humility 
and discretion’’ as a reason why he did not 
succeed to the papacy earlier. The fact is, 
Tertullian knew nothing of either Linus or Ana- 
cletus. He simply said that Peter was crucified 
after having ordained Clement as his successor 
(not as one of his successors). He knew of 
no one who was to come between Peter and 
Clement. 

Father Bernard Vaughan, S.J., gave a dif- 
ferent explanation. In a reply to the late 
Bishop of Manchester, he said: “* As for the great 
difficulty that St. Peter could not well ordain 
Clement twenty-three years after his own death, 
we acknowledge the difficulty of course, but 
explain, with Platina, that there was such a thing 
possible as, not ordaining, but bequeathing by 
will the right of succession to a bishop already 
ordained.”” This suggests the value of authori- 
ties quoted by the Church of Rome. Platina, 
more than thirteen hundred years after date, 
discovered in his own brain a mode of explain- 
ing the difficulty, and this is quoted as historical 
and satisfactory evidence ! The Bishop of Man- 
chester had also said that not a single Father 
of the first four centuries could be quoted to 
prove that the Bishop of Rome inherited the 
supremacy, except one, the Pope Siricius. To 
this Father Vaughan replied, that “they ob- 
jected altogether to being bound by the arbitrary 
limitation imposed upon history by his lord- 
ship. Their guide was the living Church, alike 
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of the present and of the past.” He could not 
deny what the Bishop of Manchester had said, 
but he complained that it is a limitation of 
history not to accept the assertion of Siricius as 
true history (see p. 35); and he claims that 
the Church and the Church alone has the right 
to determine what is historical and what is not. 
Therefore it is not surprising that the fourth- 
century tradition about Peter is treated as strictly 
historical, though it cannot be reconciled with 
Scripture. 

The above shows that the Church of Rome 
claims the sole right of deciding what is his- 
torical and what is not, which ought to make 
Protestants cautious about accepting what she 
puts forth as history. 

But we may go a step farther and ask, What 
connection was there between Peter and Rome? 
The only passage of Scripture quoted by Faa di 
Bruno and others as a direct testimony that 
Peter was ever in Rome is 1 Pet. v. 13, “ The 
church which is in Babylon saluteth you.” It 
is asserted that Babylon means Rome, that Rome 
is called Babylon in Rev. xvil. 5, xviii. 2. There 
it certainly does mean Rome; but it is to be 
noted that the Book of Revelation is a symbolical 
book, and everything in it is symbolical. There- 
fore, if Rome was to be mentioned at all, it 
was absolutely necessary that it should be re- 
presented symbolically. How then is it repre- 
sented (chap. xvii.)? As a woman, a harlot, 
and a mother of harlots, seated on a scarlet- 
coloured beast with seven heads, and drunken 
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with the blood of saints. The seven heads 
signify seven hills (verse 9), and the woman 
signifies the great city situated on the seven 
hills (verse 18). This is unmistakably Rome, 
for there never was any other city built on 
seven hills. But in what sense are we to un- 
derstand this Rome? A woman could never 
represent pagan Rome, which was purely a mili- 
tary power, and the greatest military power the 
world had ever known. Its signification is found 
in the symbolical language of the old Testament. 
As the Jews were God’s covenanted people, they 
are frequently said to be married unto God. 
Consequently when they were unfaithful to God, 
their conduct is described as the same as when 
a woman is unfaithful to her husband. So in 
this Book of Revelation the Church is called 
the bride of Christ, ‘‘ the Lamb’s wife” (xxi. 9 ; 
see also 2 Cor. xi. 2). Therefore if the Church 
be unfaithful, it rightly may be called by the 
same name. Further the woman on the scarlet 
beast is not only called a harlot, but the mother 
of harlots. This could in no sense apply to 
pagan Rome, which never attempted either by 
force or persuasion to induce any of her subjects 
to adopt her religion. Pagan Rome tolerated 
all religions alike ; as it is said, she ‘“‘ regarded 
all religions as equally true.’”’ Some emperors, 
however, did persecute Christians, but these were 
exceptional cases, which have been much exag- 
gerated. But the case of the Church of Rome 
is different, for when she had the power she 
compelled all by fire and sword to accept every 
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article of her adopted creed. Thus as “the 
mother of harlots’’ she made other Churches 
like herself. 

Again, Rev. xviii. 4: ‘‘ Come out of her, My 
people, that ye be not partakers of her sins, 
and that ye receive not of her plagues,’’ shows 
that pagan Rome is not meant, for there was 
no more sin in living in pagan Rome than 
in living in any other pagan city. But God 
commands His people to come out of symbolical 
Babylon, because they could not be members 
of the Church of Rome without professing to 
hold the doctrines of the Church of Rome. I 
have spoken strongly of the Church of Rome, not 
too strongly, yet I believe that there are true 
Christians in that Church, and the words just 
quoted acknowledges that there are-; but, at 
the same time, they plainly declare that they 
have no right to be there, they are in great 
danger, therefore God commands them to come 
out. Disobedience to that command may be 
their ruin. 

From the above it is evident that the Book 
of Revelation gives no authority for saying that 
Babylon means pagan Rome (in 1 Pet. v. 13). 
Therefore, can any possible reason be given 
why Peter in a plain letter should write Babylon, 
if he meant (pagan) Rome? Using a fictitious 
name to signify where he was, without any ex- 
planation, would be certain to mislead. It would 
have been far better to give no name at all, 
as in his second Epistle. When Peter wrote 
Babylon he meant Babylon, and nothing else. 
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He was the Apostle to the Jews, and there were 
many Jews in the neighbourhood of Babylon, 
descendants of those who remained there after 
the Babylonish captivity ; comparatively few re- 
turned with Ezra. Could there then be any 
reason why he should not visit them? If we 
believe Peter’s words (1 Pet. v. 13), they give 
not the shadow of authority for believing that 
Peter ever saw Rome, they clearly signify that 
he was in Babylon. 

Something more may be said about that verse. 
The word ‘‘ Church ”’ is not found in the original 
MSS. The right translation is, ‘‘She who is 
in Babylon.” We know that Peter was married 
(Mark i. 30). We also know with equal cer- 
tainty that in his journeys he took his wife 
with him, like the rest (of Aourot) of the Apostles 
(1 Cor. ix. 5). And, as he was married, there 
is no reason why we should not believe that 
he had a son, and that he took his wife and his 
son with him to Babylon. The meaning of 
I Pet. v. 13, therefore, is, ‘“ My wife who is in 
Babylon and Marcus my son salute you.” Tradi- 
tion has confused this Marcus with Mark the 
nephew of Barnabas ; but Mark the nephew of 
Barnabas is never mentioned in connection with 
Peter, but always with Paul, or Barnabas and 
Paul. I therefore take St. Peter’s words liter- 
ally, rather than the traditional explanation. 

In ‘‘ Catholic Belief,’’ Part III., under the 
heading ‘‘St. Peter in Rome,” Faa di Bruno 
undertakes to prove that Peter founded the 
Church of Rome and was its first Bishop. 
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Therefore we ought to look out to see if we 
can meet with St. Peter in Rome. This he 
treats as a very easy task. He says: “As it 
has happened in other instances that the bitter 
attacks of our adversaries only served to bring 
out the Catholic truth in greater relief, so it is 
in this case. 

‘“To prove that St. Peter was in Rome as 
its founder and first Bishop of that Church, it 
would almost suffice to see the great embarrass- 
ment into which they have thrown themselves 
who deny it. 

““They are unable to tell us, if this is not 
the fact, how it happens that the whole of 
Christendom has uniformly, through all ages, be- 
lieved that Peter was the first Bishop of Rome, 
and there suffered martyrdom.” This is his 
strongest point. 

To this difficulty I would reply, in the first 
place, by referring to the use and meaning of the 
word “‘ bishop ’”’ in the primitive Church. The 
Church of Rome IGNORES THIS ALL-IMPORTANT 
CIRCUMSTANCE, and transfers sentiments, be- 
liefs, and practices of later times into the 
primitive Church. Though the Church of 
Corinth, for example, might feel a great interest 
in the prosperity of the Church in Rome, they 
could feel no interest in the question (if such 
a question could have been asked), ‘‘ Who is 
the Bishop of Rome?” because they would 
believe, as all other Churches would then believe, 
that there must be a number of bishops in 
Rome (see pp. 144, 148, 150). Bishops were 


FOUNDATION OF THE CHURCH OF ROME 93 


not then such important personages as in the 
present day. There was no change in the 
Apostolic order and institution before the end 
of the second century, and the change was at 
first almost imperceptible, so that the sentiments 
with regard to bishops remained unchanged. 
Next, all Churches in the time of the Apostles 
were independent, and this continued for some 
centuries. And after the ideas suggested by 
the word “‘ bishop” had undergone considerable 
change, all bishops were theoretically equal 
(p. 36). Therefore the various Churches would 
feel but little interest in the question, which in 
no way affected themselves, whether Peter 
founded or was a Bishop of Rome. The tradi- 
tion would be accepted without question, and, 
being thus accepted, would be quoted constantly 
in after-times. But such quotations, however 
numerous, would only prove that there was such 
a tradition ; but the Church of Rome absurdly 
brings them forward as proofs of the truth of the 
tradition, INTERPRETING THE WORD “ BISHOP” 
IN THE MEANING WHICH IT AFTERWARDS 
ACQUIRED. 

Again, Faa di Bruno says: “As it cannot be 
supposed that St. Peter had no see during the 
last twenty-five years of his life, if St. Peter 
was not Bishop of Rome during that period, they 
ought to tell us of what other places he was 
bishop, and where and when he died, and how 
and when his mortal remains have been trans- 
ferred to Rome ; but of these things they tell 
us nothing.” 
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It is quite as easy for me to suppose that 
Peter had no see for the last twenty-five years 
of his life, as to imagine that Paul had no see 
to the end of his life. He founded many 
Churches, but I never read that he had any 
see till tradition, long after his death, kindly 
gave him half the see of Peter, dating it back 
to the time when he and Peter together founded 
the Church of Rome. As to the rest of that 
paragraph, I may say that Protestants are not 
in the habit of explaining how or when that 
took place which they believe never did take 
place. The same answer applies to some other 
difficulties. 

Faa di Bruno then gives what he calls “a 
brief sketch of the movements of St. Peter in 
his Apostolic labours, which I [Faa di Bruno] 
trust will enable the reader to solve at least 
most of those difficulties”’ (things which Pro- 
testants do not believe). This sketch extends 
from the Day of Pentecost to the death of Peter, 
and is a very clever sketch for the purpose for 
which it was drawn. It is exceedingly plausible, 
and calculated to mislead all who do not examine 
it closely. Such an examination will render it 
unnecessary to answer questions which he 
thinks difficult to Protestants, for it will supply 
a sufficient answer. He begins by telling us 
what is perfectly true, that the first four years 
of Peter’s ministry were spent in Jerusalem and 
neighbourhood. 

After that we are told (p. 311) that the 
Church of Jerusalem “having heard that in 
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Syria, in the city of Antioch, the Gospel had 
made wonderful progress, Barnabas and several 
of the disciples hastened thither,” and, he 
adds, “St. Peter also went.” To this he 
adds: ‘‘St. Luke did not mention this, be- 
cause the principal subject of his history was 
not St. Peter but St. Paul.” This is a lame 
excuse, for up to that time St. Luke had said 
a great deal more about Peter than about Paul, 
and the next chapter is entirely about Peter. 
Besides, it would have been no great digres- 
sion to have added, ‘“‘and Peter went also.” 
Further, if Peter did then go to Antioch to be 
(according to tradition) the founder and Bishop 
of the Church, it was far more important that 
his going thither should have been mentioned 
by St. Luke than that Barnabas and several 
disciples went. But it may be observed that 
in EVERY CASE in which the mention of the 
movements of Peter is essential to the Romish 
theory it is ALWAYS ABSENT IN THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT. To this may be added the fact that in 
the New Testament not a single expression can 
be found that favours the idea that Peter ever 
saw Rome. 

Next, as the gospel had made such “* wonder- 
ful progress”’ before Peter went to Antioch, 
it is absolutely certain that he was not the 
founder of that Church. There was a flourish- 
ing Church before he even thought of going 
there. And the Acts of the Apostles xi. 19, 26 
tells us that the Church of Antioch was founded 
by disciples, who were scattered abroad by the 
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persecution which began with the murder of 
Stephen. Therefore Peter had nothing to do 
with it. And if he had been there, there would 
have been no reason why Barnabas should have 
gone to Tarsus to fetch Paul (xi. 25). Then, as 
Peter’s seven years’ episcopate rests upon the 
same tradition which makes him the founder, 
that episcopate may be rejected; for if the 
first part of the tradition is so palpably false, 
it is too much to expect us to put implicit 
confidence in the second. 

Faa di Bruno tells us that during that seven 
years’ episcopate ‘“* Peter made excursions into 
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, and Bithynia.”” But 
St. Paul in his Epistle to the Galatians most 
distinctly claims to have been the first to preach 
the gospel in that country. Therefore. till we 
get better evidence that tradition also may be 
set aside, for Paul did not begin his missionary 
journeys till after the time that Peter is supposed 
to have been in Rome. 

As the supposed journey to Antioch was un- 
noticed by St. Luke, so the supposed return 
journey to Jerusalem was unnoticed. The Acts 
of the Apostles would lead us to believe that 
Peter remained in Jerusalem. But if he did go 
to Antioch, it was of course necessary that he 
should return to account for his being cast into 
prison by Herod. Therefore Faa di Bruno says : 
‘* Before, however, going to Rome, he first went 
to Jerusalem.” Even tradition says nothing 
about this journey. After his deliverance from 
prison di Bruno says ‘‘he made his way to 
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Rome.” St. Luke says (Acts xii. 17) that he 
““went to another place.” Did he not know 
what that other place was? Or had he some 
objection to mentioning Rome? Surely the 
journey which led Peter to the place which was 
to be the seat of the government of the Church 
through all time ought not to have been passed 
over in silence. But as this journey to Rome 
was part of the tradition which says that Peter 
first founded the Church of Antioch, it may 
be dismissed for what it is worth till we get 
better evidence, which cannot be found. Nor 
is there any mention of an episcopate in Antioch 
except in the same lying tradition. 

Peter, however, did once visit Antioch ; but 
on that occasion, if it had not been for the 
faithfulness of Paul in rebuking him openly, he 
would, so far as his example and influence went, 
have reduced the Church of Antioch to a mere 
Jewish sect. For when some Jews from Jeru- 
salem came to Antioch, and insisted on the 
necessity of circumcising Gentiles, Peter through 
cowardice changed his manner of life and teach- 
ing. He had associated with Gentiles and 
taught that circumcision WAS NOT necessary, 
but after they came he withdrew from Gentiles 
and taught that circumcision WAS necessary, and 
thereby, besides others, even Barnabas was 
drawn aside into error (Gal. il. 11-16). Faa 
di Bruno does not mention this. Peter was 
not then A SOLID ROCK to build the Church 
upon. No doubt he was afterwards thankful 


to Paul for his faithfulness, for he called 
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him ‘‘our beloved brother Paul” (2 Pet. 
lil. 15). 

From the time that Barnabas brought Paul 
to Antioch (Acts xi. 25) they continued in 
Antioch till they set out on their first missionary 
journey (Acts xili.), except during the short time 
that they were commissioned to take relief to 
the suffering brethren in Judea. It was whilst 
they were in Antioch that Peter paid his un- 
fortunate visit to that city. And it was during 
their absence, on their mission of charity, that 
Peter was cast into prison by Herod (Acts xii.). 

After Peter’s supposed arrival in Rome, 
eleven years after the day of Pentecost, he 
must have claimed to be the universal Bishop. 
According to Faa di Bruno, though no one had 
preached the gospel there, he quickly “‘ made 
many converts. The number of Christians in- 
creasing steadily every year, he chose the most 
distinguished amongst them, and sent them to 
different parts of the world as bishops or 
priests’ (p. 311). Within seven years he sent 
to different parts of the world—to Italy, Sicily, 
Spain, France—over thirty, and others to other 
places. The names of these are given from 
the ‘‘Roman Martyrology.’ All these there- 
fore were martyrs. But we are not told how 
many were sent who did not become martyrs. 

But Faa di Bruno does not mention the 
number of bishops and priests sent out who 
did not become martyrs. Judging from the 
Acts and letters of the Apostles—and there is 
no contrary evidence—the number of those who 
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did not become martyrs must have far exceeded 
the number of those who did. Now, if there 
were any truth in Peter’s seven years’ episco- 
pate in Antioch, and he had been anything like 
as active there as he is thus said to have been in 
Rome, what a multitude of bishops and priests 
he must have sent forth! Because in this case 
he began with a flourishing Church, and had 
during the whole time the assistance of Paul 
and Barnabas and of the preachers and teachers 
through whose labours the Gospel had made 
such ‘‘ wonderful progress” in Antioch ; 
whereas in Rome, since, as Faa di Bruno con- 
stantly affirms, no one had ever before preached 
the gospel there, he began with nothing, and 
with no one to help him. But Faa di Bruno 
tells us that his wonderful work in Rome was 
stopped in the seventh year by the Emperor 
Claudius commanding all Jews to depart from 
Rome. 

Here we may observe that the founding of the 
Church of Rome by Peter and his Roman episco- 
pate are closely connected with his episcopate 
of Antioch, which they IMMEDIATELY succeeded, 
as they both rested on the same tradition (p. 84), 
which also says that Peter founded the Church 
of Antioch. But this Faa di Bruno, in fact, him- 
self condemns as false when he says (p. 311) 
that the gospel had made “‘ wonderful pro- 
gress’ in Antioch, which means that there was 
a prosperous Church there before Peter went 
there, which is confirmed by Acts xi. 19-26. 
From this it is evident that the Church of Rome 
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has no historical foundation, but rests on a false 
tradition and the assertions of those who borrow 
their opinions, directly or indirectly, from that 
tradition. 

We have seen that Luke knew nothing of 
Peter going to Antioch when the Church of 
Jerusalem sent Barnabas thither. He knew 
nothing of his episcopate. Neither Luke zor 
tradition knew anything of Peter’s return 
journey to Jerusalem, but it was necessary to 
account for his being put into prison by Herod. 
Neither did Luke know that Peter, after being 
set free by the angel, made his way to Rome, 
which if true was the most important journey of 
his life, and could not be passed over in silence. 
These movements of Peter are simply fabrica- 
tions to reconcile tradition with the Acts of the 
Apostles. He who will judge fairly will be 
the more convinced of this by all that follows. 

Next we are told that after leaving Rome 
Peter first went to Carthage and other places, 
‘then to Alexandria, where he raised that see 
to a patriarchate, and placed in it St. Mark 
with jurisdiction over all the surrounding 
regions”’ (p. 312). This is well worthy of 
note, because even the distinction between 
bishops and presbyters did not begin for more 
than a hundred years after St. Peter’s time. 
And a number of developments and great 
changes had to take place in the Church before 
a patriarchate could be thought of. But there 
is this further circumstance to be noticed. On 
the same page Faa di Bruno tells us that “‘ Mark 


FOUNDATION OF THE CHURCH OF ROME tot 


died a martyr in Alexandria [Egypt] in the 
eighth year of Nero.” But he also tells us that 
in the thirteenth year of Nero Paul wrote his 
second Epistle to Timothy, requesting him to 
come to Rome to be a witness to his martyr- 
dom, and, in the same letter, asking him to 
bring Mark with him (2 Tim. iv. 11). That 
is, he was to bring Mark five years after Mark’s 
death ! 

The mention of a patriarchate suggests a 
digression touching the papacy. It was the 
Emperor Constantine the Great who established 
patriarchates. Though as a Christian he was 
very unsatisfactory, he was recognised as the 
head of the Church. He convened the first 
General Council at Nice A.D. 325. After making 
great changes in the government of the empire, 
dividing it into three Pretorian Prefectures, 
Rome, Antioch, and Alexandria (a fourth, Con- 
stantinople, was afterwards added), he formed 
the government of the Church on exactly the 
same lines ; and the Bishops of Rome, Antioch, 
and Alexandria were created patriarchs, and 
under them were appointed metropolitans, arch- 
bishops, and bishops, corresponding with the 
subdivision of the empire. Until that time all 
the Churches were independent and elected their 
own bishops and presbyters. In this he made 
no change. But as in the empire so in the 
Church he was the supreme ruler. And his 
authority was never questioned. And the Bishop 
of Rome, though the fact of his being bishop 
of the chief city of the world gave him an 
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importance far beyond that of every other 
bishop, never pretended to have inherited any 
authority over other bishops. Of course there 
was no law which forbade other bishops from 
appealing to or consulting him. But, equally 
with every other bishop, he was subject to the 
Emperor. For example, the Emperor, after 
appointing him as judge, did not hesitate to 
set his judgment aside (p. 9), nor was any 
objection made to this act. 

Thus the government of the Church was com- 
pletely changed. From being what may be 
called independent republics united in the 
acknowledgment of one Head, the Lord Jesus 
Christ, it became a single monarchy under the 
Emperor. And in this, its new and unscriptural 
constitution, the Western patriarchate was fitted 
as the power of the Emperor decreased to 
become a single monarchy under the Bishop 
of Rome. And the popes with their advocates 
were most unscrupulous in the means used to 
increase their power (pp. 118, 163, 165), until 
at length they blasphemously claimed Divine 
authority over all governments and kings, to 
depose them and to absolve their subjects from 
their allegiance, to rule over the minds and 
consciences of men in politics as well as religion, 
with the right to kill all whom they called 
heretics. 

Though the Reformation put a check upon 
the exercise of this power, no pope has ever 
renounced any of the claims made by his pre- 
decessors. On the contrary, Marianus de Luca, 
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Canonist and Theologian of the Gregorian 
University of the Vatican, lately published a 
work, printed at the Vatican Press, for which 
he received the thanks of the Pope; if it had 
contained anything contrary to the teaching of 
the Church, it would have been put in the Index 
of prohibited books. In it he says: ‘* The 
Catholic Church has the right and the duty 
to kill heretics, because it is by fire and sword 
alone that heresy can be extirpated.”” And some 
of the class-books for the education of priests 
in the Irish College of Maynooth teach the same 
diabolical doctrine. Compare the popes who 
claim such powers with the Bishops of Rome 
under Constantine and his immediate successors 
and judge fairly whether there be any similarity. 
Yet even these bishops, through pride and 
ambition, had advanced far beyond the simple 
bishops ordained by the Apostles. 

The Christian religion is a religion of perfect 
freedom, a freedom to exercise without restraint 
all the faculties which God has given us. But 
the religion of Rome is a religion of real 
bondage. However willingly men may submit 
femat. Of) even. take delight. mit, it .is.a 
bondage. They are obliged to feed upon their 
religion as it is cooked up for them. They 
are not allowed to examine into the foundation 
of their faith except under the guidance of their 
Church, which keeps them in bondage. 

We will now return to Peter (p. tor). 
After anticipating the patriarchate by consider- 
ably more than two hundred years, Faa di Bruno 
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tells us that he continued his journey to Jeru- 
salem, though the Acts of the Apostles would 
rather lead us to think that he had not been 
absent. But he arrived exactly when he was 
wanted, for Faa di Bruno tells us that ‘‘ about 
that time there arose a great dispute at 
Antioch’ about circumcision. But I will first 
give the simple account of the Acts of the 
Apostles. It occurred just when Paul and 
Barnabas arrived at Antioch after their first 
missionary journey. Some men from Judea 
taught: ‘‘ Except ye be circumcised ye cannot 
be saved.” ‘When therefore Paul and 
Barnabas had no small dissension and disputa- 
tion with them, they determined that Paul 
and Barnabas, and certain other of them, 
should go up to Jerusalem unto the Apostles 
and elders about this question.” Here Faa di 
Bruno gives us some additional information, but 
he leaves us to guess where the information 
came from. He says: “As they could not 
come to any conclusion, hearing that St. Peter 
had returned to Jerusalem, they sent there St. 
Paul and St. Barnabas to consult him and the 
other Apostles and priests, who were there, on the 
matter.” This distinctly implies, first, that the 
Church of Antioch would not have sent Paul 
and Barnabas if they had not heard (?) that 
Peter had returned; secondly, that they 
believed that no satisfactory conclusion could 
be arrived at except Peter was present, although 
the question was the very one on which he 
had so terribly gone wrong, as some might 
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think. But in reality it was such a trifling 
matter that neither the Church of Antioch nor 
Faa di Bruno thought it worthy of notice! 
Of the Council which was held on the subject 
Faa di Bruno gives a very garbled account. 
He says: “ After sufficient time had been given 
to the debate, Peter, who was then Bishop of 
Rome, stood up, and, referring to a special 
revelation made to him by God, declared that 
certain Jewish legalities were not binding on 
Gentiles, which decision was immediately con- 
firmed by St. James and all the rest” 
(Acts xv. 8). This reference is given, I should 
think, on the presumption that nobody would 
take the trouble to examine the passage, for 
the above is a wilful misrepresentation of the 
case, by which it is made to appear that it was 
Peter who decided the question. It was not 
immediately after Peter had spoken that the 
decision was come to. The suggestion that 
‘““sufficient time had been given for debate 
before Peter stood up and the suppression of 
the fact that Barnabas and Paul spoke after 
Peter constitute a deliberate lie! As Paul 
and Barnabas were especially sent to the 
Gentiles, and had laboured amongst them, their 
opinion was of the highest importance. And 
it was not till after they had ‘‘ declared what 
miracles and wonders God had wrought among 
the Gentiles by them” that James summed up, 
ending with ‘Wherefore my sentence is,” 
&c.; and in the words of that sentence the 
decree was drawn up and sent, not in the 
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name of Peter, but in the name of the 
Apostles, elders [presbyters], and brethren.” 
It is evident that James was the president. 
Read the whole passage (Acts xv. from verse 6), 
and judge fairly. But if Peter was the head 
of the whole Church, Christ’s vicar and repre- 
sentative on earth, it is impossible to imagine 
that any other person could be president of a 
Council at which he was present. And Paul 
certainly saw no pre-eminence or priority of 
Peter when, speaking of a private interview with 
the Apostles, he mentioned their order, James, 
Peter, John (Gal. ii. 9). After that Council 


Peter is not mentioned in the New Testament. 


Such silence wouid have been impossible if Peter 
had been the supreme head of the Church on 
earth. But Faa di Bruno gives us some 
additional information from tradition. 

The next thing mentioned in “Catholic 
Belief ”’ (p. 313) is that on the death of Claudius 
the banishment of the Jews from Rome ended, 
and ‘‘St. Peter hastened to Rome in the very 
first year of Nero. Two years after this (2nd of 
Nero) St. Peter was jomed by St.)Pagijee 
two years later (4th of Nero) Paul was set free.” 
Here it is distinctly stated that Peter was 
in Rome during Paul’s two years’ imprison- 
ment. This, however, Paul, judging his words 
fairly, distinctly denies. In Col. iv. Io, II, 
written just before his release, he says, that only 
three Jews, Aristarchus, Marcus, sister’s son to 
Barnabas, and Jesus called Justus had alone been 
fellow-workers and a comfort to him. This 
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clearly signifies that Peter was not in Rome. 
Had he been there, he surely would have been 
a fellow-worker and a comfort to Paul. 

Next, according to the above, as Nero’s reign 
began A.D. 54, Paul must have arrived in 
Rome A.D. 56. Here is a mistake of six 
years, for Paul did not arrive in Rome till 
A.D. 62. This can be clearly proved. The 
““Jewish Encyclopedia,” vol. v., 1903, which 
quotes Josephus, says that Felix was appointed 
Procurator of Judea A.D. 52, and recalled by 
Nero A.D. 60. Of this there cannot be any 
mistake, for Josephus was living in Judea during 
that time, and taking a most active part in the 
affairs of the nation, and in 63 was sent as a 
delegate to the Emperor Nero. Festus suc- 
ceeded Felix A.D. 60, and within a month Paul 
was compelled to appeal to the Emperor. The 
next year (A.D. 61) he was sent to Rome with 
other prisoners in charge of a centurion named 
Julius. But through contrary winds and storms, 
and forced delays they did not reach Crete till 
late in the year, long after the time when sailing 
was considered safe (Acts xxvil. 9). Afterwards, 
in trying to get to a more convenient harbour, 
they were again caught by a tempestuous wind, 
and driven about for a long time in a helpless 
condition, and wrecked on the coast of Malta, 
where they spent the winter. From thence, as 
soon as sailing was considered safe, they de- 
parted in a ship which had wintered in the isle, 
and in seven days arrived at Puteoli, having 
spent three days at Syracuse and one day at 
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Rhegium ; and Paul arrived in Rome April, 
A.D. 62, and after two full years he was 
liberated, in May, 64, and returned to the East 
to revisit the Churches which he had founded 
(Phil. i.°25,:26 3) ii. 19-2483 

The great fire of Rome, according to Tacitus, 
who was at that time a youth living in Rome, 
began on June 15, 64. Nero was suspected of 
having caused it, and therefore to clear himself 
he accused the Christians of being the cause, and 
began a savage persecution of them. Now if 
Peter had been in Rome during Paul’s imprison- 
ment, he would have been in Rome when the 
persecution began, and would have been one 
of the first to suffer. 

Faa di Bruno does not tell us how Peter 
escaped when Nero’s persecution began, in 
which, according to Tacitus, an immense multi- 
tude of Christians were tortured and slain. But 
he tells us (p. 313) that ‘“‘that sanguinary 
persecution was kept in full vigour for the re- 
mainder of his [Nero’s] life.” Then we are 
told that ‘‘in the twelfth of Nero St. Peter 
came back to Rome, and Paul also,” that “ they 
laboured to revive the Church, which through 
Nero’s persecution was being cruelly wasted.” 
It is passing strange that they were not at once 
seized and executed, that they were allowed to 
carry on their work even for an hour. But their 
work was not stopped, until Peter by a most 
wonderful miracle ‘‘ in the sight of an immense 
crowd of people,” caused the death of the im- 
postor Simon Magus, “‘ who so captivated the 
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Romans, and Nero especially, by his magical 
arts, that they decreed to him Divine honours.” 
By the death of Simon Magus Nero was “‘exas- 
perated, and ordered Peter and Paul to be cast 
into the Mamertine prison on the Capitol, and 
there they were kept in strict confinement for 
nine months. From that prison Paul wrote his 
second Epistle to Timothy, requesting him to 
come to Rome to be witness of his martyrdom, 
which was then near.” 

When we consider the nature of that fright- 
ful prison, as it then existed, the mention of 
strict confinement was unnecessary, and the men- 
tion of nine months is incredible. The Roman 
historian Sallust tells us that it was an under- 
ground dungeon, about twelve feet below the 
surface, walled up on each side, and covered 
over with an arched stone roof. The only en- 
trance was through a hole in the centre of the 
roof. Any one cast into that prison would be 
completely cut off from all communication with 
the outer world. 

Everything connected with this important (to 
the Church of Rome) tradition shows that it 
originated in an age of gross superstition and 
ignorance. Let the reader judge fairly whether 
this be not so. 

We are told that Peter and Paul ‘‘ while 
prisoners, converted to the faith the keeper of 
the prison and forty-seven other prisoners, who 
were baptized with water, which, for the purpose, 
St. Peter miraculously caused to spring forth 
in the rock-floor of the prison itself, which prison 
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and fountain of pure water still exist in won- 
derful preservation under the Church of St. 
Joseph at the foot of the Capitol.” I can un- 
derstand how a man’s bones may be removed 
from place to place, but I cannot understand 
how the prison and fountain could be translated 
from the upper part of the Capitol to the foot. 
The Mamertine prison, however, still remains 
where it always was. 

We are told the exact day when Peter and 
Paul were taken out of prison. Peter was taken 
and crucified on Mount Janiculum. But Paul 
was taken ‘“‘to a place four miles south of 
Rome,’ where there are three fountains of water. 
No doubt St. Paul was taken that distance to 
account for the origin of the three fountains, 
though they doubtless existed some thousands of 
years before Paul was born. So Faa di Bruno 
tells us that ‘“‘the three fountains are still to 
be seen at that spot.’”’ Therefore the story of 
their origin is not to be questioned, for it hap- 
pened thus': “‘ When St. Paul’s head was cut 
off it made three bounds, and a fountain sprang 
forth at each place where the head touched the 
ground.” This is just as true as the three 
flights which the house in which Jesus lived at 
Nazareth with Joseph and Mary took to avoid 
being polluted by infidel invaders. The first 
flight was to Fiume, in Dalmatia, A.D. 1291, 
where it remained three years. The next flight 
was to Reconati, the last to Loretto. The first 
two flights were evidently mistakes, but it is 
secured from further wandering by being en- 
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closed in a magnificent building ; the truth of 
which has been attested by indulgences granted 
to pilgrims to its shrine by the Popes Julius I1., 
Sextus V., Innocent XII., and Leo XIII. 
A.D. 1881 ; and the offerings of pilgrims have 
made its treasury one of the richest in the 
world. 

The story of the miraculous origin of the 
fountains testifies that the whole story of Peter’s 
and Paul’s last visit to Rome is a late fabri- 
cation. When one is convinced that a story is 
impossible one does not look for proofs that it 
is so, but.Faa di Bruno has supplied proofs that 
are sufficient. But let us take a brief review. 

1. Is it credible that Peter ran away when 
that persecution began, but returned whilst it 
was still ‘in full vigour ”’? 

2. Is it possible that he and Paul could have 
been allowed to try to make converts to the 
Christian religion, when the very object of that 
persecution was to destroy that religion? As 
the chief of the Christians they would on their 
arrival at once have been seized and executed. 

3. The case of Simon Magus is evidently 
copied from the case of Simon of Samaria 
(Acts vili.), with the addition of the wonder- 
working of Peter. 

4. In that persecution Christians were not 
cast into prison, except to be retained until the 
next exhibition of torture and murder to gratify 
the multitude, brutalised by the gladiatorial 
fights, &c. 

5. No one who knows anything of the history 
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of that bloodthirsty madman Nero, unless he 
is bound to accept everything that the Church of 
Rome sanctions, could believe that Nero, when 
exasperated, could order Peter and Paul to be 
cast into prison. Nothing but immediate ven- 
geance in the cruellest form could have satisfied 
him. 

In the foregoing Faa di Bruno assumes the 
appearance of wonderful accuracy by the num- 
ber of dates which he gives. So he does also 
in his account of the execution of Peter and 
Paul. ‘“‘It was in the year 74 of the common 
era, that is, in the year 80 from the birth of 
Christ, in the year 35 after the Ascension of Our 
Lord, in the 34th year of St. Paul’s conversion, in 
the 25th year since St. Peter took possession of 
the see of Rome, in the 13th year of Nero, July 
29th, St. Peter and St. Paul were sentenced,” 
&c. Who can doubt the truth of the statements 
when the dates are so fully and accurately given? 
But we must examine the facts more closely. 
It is said that Peter and Paul were both cast into 
the Mamertine prison, and both were kept there 
till the day of their execution, and in that prison 
Paul wrote his second epistle to Timothy. Now— 

1. Any one cast into that horrible prison, 
as it then existed, would be entirely cut off 
from all communication with the outer world, 
therefore it would have been ABSOLUTELY IM- 
POSSIBLE for Paul to write or send a letter. 

2. St. Paul was a prisoner when he wrote 
that letter, but where? In 2 Tim. i. 15 we 
read: ‘‘ All they which are in Asia be turned 
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away from me.”’ This could not possibly have 
been written in Rome. If he were in Rome 
he could not have said: ‘‘ They who are in 
Asia are turned away from me.’ He might have 
mata, trom Christ.” On the other hand, if he 
meant Asiatics in Rome, he could not have said 
‘‘they who are in Asia.” That sentence there- 
fore plainly declares that the second Epistle 
to Timothy was written in some town of the 
Roman province of Asia. That Paul was not 
far from Ephesus is confirmed by the fact that 
in his first Epistle to Timothy i. 10, II, we 
learn that he had excluded from Church 
membership one Alexander, that he might learn 
not to blaspheme (PAacgnuev, to slander, to 
injure by false accusation). And in the second 
Epistle iv. 14 we learn that Alexander, in a 
spirit of revenge, was Paul’s bitterest enemy 
in his first answer before the magistrate in that 
neighbourhood. It is indeed marvellous that 
any one who carefully reads that letter could 
believe that it was written in Rome; in the 
Mamertine prison it was impossible. 

3. The above is confirmed by St. Paul’s pur- 
pose, expressed at the end of his two years’ 
imprisonment in Rome, of returning to visit the 
Churches he had founded (Phil.i. 25, 26). The 
circumstances under which the first Epistle to 
Timothy was written during Paul’s journey into 
Macedonia are given (p. 145). This second 
Epistle was written after his return. 

4. We do not know what charge was brought 
against Paul, but as the Jews had always been 
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his bitter persecutors, it is most probable that 
they were so in this case. But the Roman 
magistrate before whom he was tried treated 
him as a Roman citizen and, according to Roman 
law, allowed him to answer for himself. No 
such privilege was allowed to Christians in Rome 
during that fiery persecution. 

5. What was the nature of his answer? It 
was simply a preaching of the gospel, as Paul 
described it (2 Tim. iv. 17), “that by me 
the preaching might be fully known and that 
all the Gentiles might hear.” In Rome that 
would have caused his immediate condemnation, 
but he was reserved apparently for another 
opportunity. 

6. St. Paul tells us that at that “his first 
answer no man stood with him, but all men 
forsook him.”’ This he considered very wrong, 
and therefore prayed that ‘‘ it might not be laid 
to their charge,” for there was no danger. But 
in Rome during that persecution any one who 
stood with St. Paul would have been equally 
condemned with him, and therefore it would 
have been their duty to escape if possible. 
Paul himself had fled from persecution, from 
Damascus, from Jerusalem, from Iconium, from 
Thessalonica, from Berza. 

7. The magistrate evidently treated Paul as if 
he was persuaded that he was innocent, and 
therefore Paul was not in close confinement. 
Any of his friends could visit him. Eubulus, 
Pudens, Linus, and Claudia had been with him 
before that letter was written, and from them 
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he sent salutations to Timothy. But observe 
Peter, who was said to be with Paul in the 
Mamertime prison, sent no salutation. (The 
case of the frequent visits of Onesiphorus were 
during the two years’ imprisonment, when Onesi- 
phorus after some difficulty found Paul in his 
own hired house, chained to a soldier. In the 
Mamertine prison there would have been no 
need of either a soldier or a chain to keep 
him.) 

8. Faa di Bruno says that ‘‘St. Paul wrote 
his second letter to Timothy reguesting him to 
come to Rome to ‘be witness of his martyrdom, 
which then was near.” This differs totally from 
St. Paul’s reasons for sending for Timothy. He 
sent to request Timothy to bring “the books, 
especially the parchments.” Of what possible 
use could these be to Paul in the Mamertine 
prison? But in St. Paul’s real condition they 
misht))be absolutely mecessary. St. Paul 
claimed to be a Roman citizen, but the magis- 
trate by whom he was detained had no proof 
except Paul’s word. The parchments would 
afford the necessary proof, and therefore be the 
means of setting Paul at liberty. 

g. Timothy was also to bring the cloak which 
Paul had left at Troas with Carpus. The cloak 
was a thick garment, worn as a protection 
against rain and storms, often made of leather, 
from which it derived its name of g¢eAdvy; 
and he was requested to bring it before winter, 
which is a proof that Paul did not expect to 
be condemned. He expected that he would 
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need the cloak during the coming winter. 
According to Faa di Bruno he was beheaded 
in July. 

1o. But do not the words ‘‘I am now ready 
to be offered, and the time of my departure 
is at hand,” &c., signify that Paul expected to 
be condemned? Certainly not. ‘“‘I am now 
ready to be offered,” is not a correct trans- 
lation. . The literal signification of 70n owévdomat 
is: ‘‘I am already being poured out as a liba- 
tion,” which is equivalent to saying: ‘“‘ The 
remainder of my waning life and strength are 
being spent in the service of my Lord.” The 
whole passage exactly described Paul’s condi- 
tion. Of necessity he must have realised that 
the time of his departure was at hand. His 
sentence had not been pronounced, and there- 
fore he used language similar to that which he 
had used under exactly similar circumstances 
at the end of his two years’ imprisonment in 
Rome (Phil. i. 20). At that time he described 
himself as ‘“‘such an one as Paul the aged” 
(Philem. 9). Since that time some years 
had passed, years of labour, persecution, and 
bodily sufferings, on account of which Luke, 
the beloved physician, continued with him. But 
what could Luke do for him if he was in the 
Mamertine prison? 

11. Paul, in explaining how it was that no 
one was with him except Luke, he tells us that 
Demas had gone back to the world. Tychicus 
he had sent to Ephesus, Crescens to Galatia, 
and Titus, after having sent for him to Nico- 
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polis, he had sent to Dalmatia. This shows 
that he was not cut off from communication with 
the outer world. He knew what was going 
on in the Church and was able to direct the 
labours of others. 

12. Paul asked Timothy to bring Mark, 
surely not to Rome as Faa di Bruno asserts, 
whilst that sanguinary persecution was “kept 
in full vigour,’”’ for that would have been asking 
them to come to certain death. But Paul said 
that Mark was “profitable to him for the 
ministry” (iv. 2). How could he be profitable 
to him in the Mamertine prison? In Paul’s 
Asiatic imprisonment, however, he could be 
profitable to him, even as he had been “a fellow- 
worker and a comfort” to Paul during his two 
years’ imprisonment in Rome (Col. iv. 2.) 

The second Epistle to Timothy brings us 
down to what we may call the end of St. Paul’s 
life, when his travelling days were well-nigh 
over. We know, however, nothing of the exact 
time, place, or circumstances of his death. But 
we know still less of the latter part of St. 
Peter’s life. That epistle proves over and over 
again that there is not the slightest shadow of 
truth in the supposed visit of Peter and Paul 
to Rome, or in their being cast into the Mamer- 
tine prison, or in the wonder-working of Peter 
or of St. Paul’s head. In Rome they may show 
the Mamertine prison, they may show what is 
called St. Peter’s tomb, and various other things 
called after Peter, and they may show four miles 
south of Rome three fountains still existing, 


118 FUDGE FAIRLY 


which to the credulous may be very satisfac- 
tory, but they cannot show any connection with 
the Apostle. 

In conclusion, this tradition is most important 
to the Church of Rome, since it determines for her 
the exact (?) date of the death of Peter and Paul. 
It also tells us that when this second Epistle to 
Timothy was written, Peter and Paul were to- 
gether in the Mamertine prison, and had been 
there together for nine months, yet Paul never 
once mentioned Peter, though he did mention 
others. Is it possible? Is not the case similar 
to the omission of the name of Peter in 
Rom. xvi.? In both cases Peter was not there. 
Nothing is known of the life of Peter after the 
Council of Jerusalem. God has so ordered it. 

Reader, judge fairly, and say whether there 
is ONE SINGLE THING in that tradition which you 
can believe. Can you even believe on the 
strength of that tradition (and there is no other 
evidence) that Peter and Paul died A.D. 68 as 
there stated? Yet the Church of Rome accepts 
the whole of that tradition as historically true ! 
Compare, or rather contrast that tradition with 
the letter (pp. 136-8) written in the name of 
Christians in Rome, who were contemporary, 
and others whose parents were contemporary 
with, and probably suffered in, that persecution. 
They knew nothing of the wonders of that 
tradition, or of anything mentioned in it. 

On such lying wonders the present Church of 
Rome was founded. 
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THERE is no passage of Scripture so important 
to the Church of Rome as Matt. xvi. 16, because 
in it Romanists assert that Jesus said that He 
would build His Church on Peter. Jesus said 
nothing of the kind. He had just asked His 
disciples: ‘‘ Whom do ye say that I am?” 
Peter, who was always the first to speak, 
sometimes wisely and sometimes foolishly 
(Matt. xvi. 22, 23 ; Mark x. 8; John, xiii: 6- 
10), on this occasion, taught of God, replied : 
“Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living 
God.” Then Jesus, alluding to the meaning 
of the word ‘“ Peter,’’ said unto him: ‘‘ Blessed 
art thou, Simon, Barjona, for flesh and blood 
hath not revealed it unto thee, but My Father, 
who is in heaven. [There is no reason to 
believe that the others were not equally taught. | 
And I say unto thee, Thou art Peter [a stone}, 
and upon this rock [petra] I will build My 
Church, and the gates of Hades shall not pre- 
vail against it. And I will give unto thee the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatso- 
ever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound 
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in heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt loose on 
earth shall be loosed in heaven.” 

Considering the vast powers exercised by the 
Church of Rome in the world, and the fact that 
her claim to that power rests entirely on that 
passage, it is impossible to exaggerate the im- 
portance of seeking to get a right signification 
of the passage. The inquiry cannot be dis- 
missed in a few or in a multitude of words of 
positive assertion. 

The first question I would ask is, What is 
meant by the rock on which the Church is 
built? Augustine, THE GREAT DOCTOR 
AND FATHER OF THE CHURCH, says that 
the Church is built on the declaration that 
““Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the living 
God,” which is equivalent to saying that the 
Church is built on Jesus. The Church of Rome 
rejects that interpretation, asserting that our 
Lord spake in the Syro-Chaldaic language, in 
which there was no distinction between “ stone ” 
and ‘“ rock,” and therefore Peter was the rock, 
and the Church is built on the person, not the 
declaration, of Peter. Here, then, we have 
Augustine and the Church of Rome directly 
opposed to each other. Which is right? The 
question about the Syro-Chaldaic language is 
of no consequence. Because if our Lord used 
only one word, the natural expression would 
have been: ‘‘ Thou art Peter [a stone or rock], 
and on thee I will build My Church.” But if 
Jesus meant that His Church should be built 
on Peter, there could have been no reason why 
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St. Matthew should have used the two words, 
for Jesus Himself, as the Foundation of His 
@Ghuceh is called ‘“a stone’ (1 Pet. il. 5, 6). 
Therefore the change of the word in the Gospel 
cannot be accounted for except by the fact that 
the Church was not founded on Peter, but on 
the Rock which he had confessed. And this 
distinction is retained in the Latin Vulgate, 
Rome’s authoritative version. But the reader 
will be able to judge fairly between Augustine 
and the Church of Rome, if he will take the 
trouble to examine the New Testament to see 
whether the following quotations are correctly 
given and agree with the context. 

If those words conferred the supremacy on 
Peter, every member of the Church ought to 
have known it; and therefore Mark villi. 29 
and Luke ix. 20 made a great mistake in record- 
ing that conversation of Jesus with His disciples 
and omitting those words, for those who had 
those two Gospels, and not the Gospel of St. 
Matthew, would know nothing about any dis- 
tinction being conferred on Peter. And even 
to those who have all the Gospels both Mark 
and Luke by omitting them clearly signified 
that it was not necessary that everybody should 
know them. It ought to be particularly noticed 
that all the Apostles were present when those 
words were spoken. How did they understand 
them? Did they think that any kind of supre- 
macy was bestowed upon Peter? IMPOSSIBLE, 
for after that day to the time of the Last Supper 
they appear to have been continually disputing 
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which of them was to be the greatest. On one 
occasion ‘they asked Jesus which was to be the 
greatest (Luke tix. 46, 48 °5)°eeeeeee 
Matt. xviii. 1; Mark ix. 33, 36). What was 
the answer of Jesus? On each occasion He told © 
them that there was to be no greatest among 
them ; they were to be all equal. Now what 
truth or honesty could there be in this if He had 
already: given or promised any kind of supre- 
macy to Peter? The Church of Rome’s in- 
terpretation of Matt. xvii. 18, 19 IS EQUIVA- 
LENT TO CALLING JESUS A LIAR AND 
HYPOCRITE. 

It is also certain that the primitive Church 
knew nothing of any primacy or supremacy of 
Peter ; for when he returned to Jerusalem after 
his visit to the Gentile Cornelius the Apostles 
and brethren contended with him (Acts xi. 1-3), 
‘“Thou wentest in to men uncircumcised, and 
didst eat with them.” It is impossible that they 
could have thus contended with Peter if they 
had any idea that he was the head of the Church, 
or that the Church was built upon him. Again, 
Peter was present at the first great Council at 
Jerusalem, but there was not the slightest recog- 
nition of his having any authority over other 
Apostles (p. 105). It would be in vain to seek 
for evidence of Peter’s supremacy in the early 
Church. 

Returning to Matt. xvi. 16, we may observe 
that Jesus first asked His disciples: ‘‘ Whom 
do men say that I am?” After that He said: 
‘“'Whom do ye say that I am?” The question 
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was addressed to all the disciples: ‘‘ Whom do 
YE say that I am?” But Peter, as his custom 
was, answered: ‘‘ Thou art the Christ, the Son 
of the living God.’ On a former occasion 
(John vi. 69) Peter, speaking in the name of 
all the disciples, made a very similar declara- 
tion: ‘‘ We believe and know that Thou art 
Christ, the Son of God.’ So on this latter 
occasion Peter spoke in the name of the twelve, 
to whom the question was addressed. Conse- 
quently the reply of Jesus, though addressed to 
Peter, who was the speaker, must in some 
way include the rest of the Apostles. There- 
fore we never find any statement which implies 
that the Church is built on Peter. But we do 
find (Eph. 11. 20) that the Church is “ built on 
the foundation of the apostles and prophets, 
Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner- 
stone.” To say that the Church is built on 
Peter contradicts the Bible in every possible 
way. St. Paul said (1 Cor. iti. 11): ‘“* Other 
foundation can no man lay than that which is 
laid, which is Jesus Christ.”” And Paul’s teach- 
ing did not differ from that of the other 
Apostles. Peter also (1 Pet. ii. 4-6) tells us 
that Jesus Himself is the foundation of His 
Church, and quotes Isa. xxvili. 16 to prove 
iw: "Behold I lay im Zion a chief corner- 
stone, elect, precious, and he that believeth on 
Him shall not be confounded.’’ And the note 
on that passage in Isaiah in the Roman Catholic 
Bible says that ‘‘that stone is Christ.” Surely 
the above is sufficient to prove that Augustine’s 
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interpretation is right and the Church of Rome 
wrong. See especially p. 97. 

Further, there are a number of difficulties 
which the Church of Rome ought to explain. 
How could those Churches which were founded 
by St. Paul, with which St. Peter had no connec- 
tion, be said to be built on Peter? If they were 
built on any Apostle, they were certainly built 
on Paul. How or when were they moved from 
off Paul on to Peter? 

If the Church was built on the person of 
Peter, did it not lose its foundation on the 
death of Peter? Romanists talk about the suc- 
cessors of Peter. But Jesus never said a word 
about Peter’s successors. I never yet met with 
any definition of what constituted a successor of 
Peter. Surely it could not be sufficient that a 
man was elected Bishop of Rome? Till the 
twelfth century the clergy and people of Rome 
elected their bishop, and the election of a new 
Pope frequently resulted in obstinate and bloody 
contests. The election of a successor to Pope 
Liberius, A.D. 366, was determined by civil war, 
in which after much fighting and the loss of 
many lives Damascus was victorious. But the 
weapons of his warfare were not spiritual ; 
nevertheless he was the Pope. In the eleventh 
century Pope Nicolaus III. tried to put an end 
to these tumultuous elections by giving the chief 
power of election to cardinals and bishops, yet 
without infringing on the established rights 
of the Roman Emperor. The people, how- 
ever, still possessed so much power that the 
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tumultuous elections continued. Therefore Pope 
Alexander III. in the third Council of Lateran, 
A.D. 1179, transferred the whole power of elec- 
tion to cardinals, not without violent opposi- 
tion by those who thought themselves robbed 
of their privilege. But this change did not 
secure purity of election. But enough has been 
said to prove that though election might make 
a man Bishop of Rome, it could not make him 
a successor of Peter. Surely some personal 
qualifications would be required to be a suc- 
cessor of Peter. The Church of Rome, I 
believe, has never explained what these are. 
But history abundantly testifies that neither 
purity of doctrine nor purity of morals has been 
considered essential for a Bishop of Rome. But 
in looking over the list of Popes I have come 
to the conclusion that the most essential 
qualification is that the Pope must be an Italian. 

A thorough examination into this subject will 
prove that no explanation of the Rock on which 
the Church is built will stand except that of 
Augustine. 

What is meant by the Church built upon the 
rock? The Church of Rome claims all baptized 
persons as belonging to, or being members of, 
the Church. Hence arose the practice of calling 
baptism “ christening,’ making a Christian. A 
Spaniard once gave me an illustration of this. 
A priest in reproving one of his flock for not 
submitting to his authority used, as the most 
powerful argument: “‘It was I that made you 
a Christian,’ for “‘ It was I who baptized you.” 
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But can such constitute Christ’s Church 
(p. 25)? Not only are there thousands of bap- 
tized persons whose lives show that they “ have 
neither part nor lot in the matter,” but there 
are also thousands who could only be described 
in the words of God (Isa. xxix. 9): “ This 
people draw near Me with their mouth and with 
their lips do honour Me, but have removed their 
hearts far from Me, and their fear toward Me 
is taught by the precept of men.” They are 
not taught of God, and therefore they form no 
part of Christ’s true Church. Yet, as we cannot 
search the heart, we are bound to believe in 
charity that they are what they profess to be. So 
the Apostles addressed the professing Churches 
as “brethren,” “saints,” or ‘‘ holy brethren,” 
whilst they were compelled to warn many among 
them that by their conduct they were “the 
enemies of the cross of .Christ.”” These were 
not built on the Rock, for “‘ their end is destruc- 
tion’ (Phil. iii. 18, 19). Man cannot separate 
the chaff from the wheat, but Christ can 
(Matt. iii. 12); and it is certain that He will 
not recognise any except those who are united to 
Himself by faith, and live by faith, and acknow- 
ledge no other Saviour, no other priest or sacri- 
fice, no other mediator or advocate with the 
Father. These alone are built on the Rock 
(1 Pet. 1. 4-8) ; they have washed their robes 
and made them white in the blood of the Lamb. 
And they are joined to the general assembly 
and Church of the firstborn which are written 
in heaven (Heb. xii. 23). 
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The promise to that Church is ‘‘ The gates 
of adéne [hades] shall not prevail against it.” 
This is a figurative expression. Gates do not 
fight or contend. They are simply intended to 
keep out those who ought not to enter, or to 
keep in those who ought not to come out. 
“Aéne does not mean HELL, the abode of devils. 
It srmply means “‘ the UNSEEN,” and frequently 
signifies the grave. So Abraham, in Gen. xxiil. 4, 
used the expression “that I may bury my 
dead out of my sight.” And when she was 


buried, it might well be said: ‘‘ The gates 
of the grave have shut her in.” Thus Hezekiah 
said: ‘‘I shall go down to the gates of the 


grave” (Isa. xxxvlii. 10). The meaning of 
the promise is that they who are built upon 
the Rock shall have eternal life. In fact, they 
have it now. They have ‘“‘ passed from death 
unto life”” (John v. 24). Real death is separa- 
tion from God. In the very day that Adam 
sinned, he died (Gen. ii. 17). So death passed 
upon all men, for that all have sinned (Rom. 
v.12). But ‘‘ Christ died the just for the unjust 
to bring us unto God ”’ (1 Pet. ii. 18). ‘“‘ Even 
when we were dead in sins he quickened [gave 
us a new and spiritual life] us with Christ ” 
(Eph. ii. 5). “‘ To know God and Jesus Christ 
whom He hath sent is eternal life” (John 
xvil. 3). The death of the body cannot interrupt 
this eternal life. Therefore Jesus said (John 
x1. 26) : “‘ Whosoever liveth and believeth in Me 
shall never die.” He ‘departs to be with 
Christ, which is far better”? than anything in 
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this mortal life (Phil. i. 23). ‘“‘ To be absent 
from the body is to be present with the Lord.” 
Read carefully 2 Cor. v. 1-8, and it will be 
seen that the gates of the grave cannot prevail 
against those who are founded on the Rock, 
Jesus Christ. 

The promise to Peter was: ‘‘I will give unto 
thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven,” &c. 
This is. figurative language. It would be absurd 
to suppose that there is a literal door to heaven 
to be locked and unlocked. To take the keys 
literally is what Augustine (p. 58) calls “ put- 
ting in subjection to the flesh that which raises 
the soul above the beasts, namely, the intelli- 
gence, by a blind adherence to the letter.” But 
if the intelligence, or common sense, be allowed 
to speak, the figurative language is easily under- 
stood. Jesus said (Luke xiv. 52) that the Jewish 
lawyers, whose duty it was to teach the laws 
of God, had ‘‘taken away the key of know- 
ledge.”” In this sense the keys to make known 
the way of salvation were given to Peter. And 
to that was necessarily added the teaching of 
what may or must be done and what may 
or must not be done. This in the language 
of the Jews was called binding and loosing. 
Dr. Lardner, the great Hebrew and Oriental 
scholar, says that this form of speech may be 
found thousands of times in Jewish writings. 
Therefore those who heard those words of Jesus 
could not mistake the meaning. But the other 
Apostles, as Paul and Barnabas, had the keys 
also, for they opened the door of faith to the 
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Gentile (Acts xiv. 27)—that is, they made known 
the way. of salvation by faith. 

From the preceding examination it is evident 
that in the time of the Apostles no one acknow- 
ledged that Peter had any supremacy amongst 
the Apostles. And it is a fact as proved 
(pp. 9-11) that for four hundred years such 
supremacy was unknown. And even those 
Bishops of Rome who believed that they were 
the successors of Peter never claimed to have 
inherited any supremacy or power from Peter, 
which is equivalent to saying that Peter had 
no supremacy to transmit. (See the declaration 
of Pope Gregory the Great, p. 38). 


Io 


THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS 


THE very existence of the Epistle to the 
Romans is a proof that St. Peter was neither 
the founder nor the Bishop of the Church of 
Rome. Would the Church of Rome allow any 
bishop to send such a long, important letter to 
another bishop’s diocese, without the slightest 
allusion to that bishop, as if he were not able 
to instruct his flock? It is impossible that Paul 
could have been so wanting in respect to 
Peter if they were equals ; but how much more 
unreasonable if Peter was his superior ! Further, 
in that letter (xv. 20) Paul said that he had 
always avoided building on another man’s 
foundation. But if Peter founded the Church 
of Rome, he was most decidedly building on 
another man’s foundation, and that without being 
asked. And he was doing what Peter ought 
to have been able to do himself. But sees 
or dioceses were unknown to the Apostles. 

In Chapter XVI. St. Paul sent salutations to 
many persons in Rome, about thirty of whom 
he mentioned by name, but he sent no saluta- 
tion to Peter. This has always been regarded 
by Protestants as a satisfactory proof that Peter 
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was not in Rome. But Faa di Bruno sets this 
aside as worthless, saying: ‘‘ Otherwise we 
might deny that St. John was Bishop of Ephesus, 
and St. James Bishop of Jerusalem, on the 
ground that St. Paul, writing to the Ephesians, 
did not send salutations to their Bishop, St. 
John, and in writing to the Hebrews did not 
salute St. James, their Bishop in Jerusalem.” 
Is it possible that Faa di Bruno could not see 
the difference between these cases? In saluting 
by name thirty persons in the Epistle to the 
Romans, if Peter was there, it would be difficult 
to imagine any reason why his name should be 
omitted. But in the cases where not a single 
name is given it would be difficult to imagine 
any reason why either St. John or St. James 
should be named. But there are these further 
considerations : 

1. There is no evidence that the Epistle to 
the Hebrews was sent to Jerusalem. Nor is 
there any evidence that it was written by St. 
Paul. In all his letters he gives his name, but 
it is absent in this. The style is not Paul’s, and 
the writer used words not found in any of Paul’s 
letters. It was most probably written by 
Apollos. It was written by one who was fully 
acquainted with the Old Testament. Such was 
Apollos, ‘‘mighty in the Scriptures” (Acts 
Xvlil. 24), and therefore ‘‘ he mightily convinced 
the Jews” (Acts xviii. 28). He was therefore 
exactly fitted to write that Epistle to the 
Hebrews. 

2. There is no proof that St. John was Bishop 
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of Ephesus when that letter was written. If 
he was, he would only have been one bishop 
amongst many (p. 132). 

That letter was not written to the Ephesians. 
The word ‘‘ Ephesus ”’ in the first verse is not in 
any ancient MS. except the Vatican, and there 
it was inserted by a later hand. Paul had spent 
a longer time in Ephesus than in any other place, 
but that letter was sent to a Church that he had 
never seen; he only knew of it by report 
(Eph. i. 15, 16), and he did not know whether 
they had ever heard of himself (Eph. iii. 2-4). 
To me it appears certain that it is the Epistle 
to the Laodiceans, mentioned in Col. iv. 16, for - 
the same thoughts were in the writer’s mind 
when the two letters were written, and expressed 
in a similar manner, which shows that they were 
written at the same time. The person who 
carried the letters would, almost necessarily, 
pass through Ephesus. As the letters were not 
private, they would be read and copied at 
Ephesus, and as the one to Laodicea had not a 
single expression which could mark it as be- 
longing to any particular Church, the copyist 
omitted the word ‘“ Laodicea,”’ leaving the im- 
perfect sentence as found in ancient MSS., “ to 
the saints which are . ” Afterwards as 
copies would more readily be circulated from 
Ephesus, they would be called Ephesian letters, 
then ‘‘at Ephesus ”’ would be inserted to com- 
plete the imperfect sentence. Whether this sug- 
gestion be accepted or not, it is clear that 
Faa di Bruno’s attempt to set aside the argument 
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founded on the absence of Peter’s name in 
Rom. xvi. is absurd. 

But the real weight of the argument founded 
on Rom. xvi. cannot be estimated unless we 
take into account the circumstances. The object 
of that letter was to persuade Jewish Christians 
to receive Gentile Christians as equals without 
the necessity of circumcision. It is difficult in 
the present day to realise the bitterness with 
which this was opposed by Jews who pro- 
fessed to be Christians. Because Paul insisted 
upon this perfect equality, he was persecuted, 
and his life was continually in danger. In his 
Epistle to the Galatians v. 11 he tells us that if 
he had preached the necessity of circumcision no 
one would have interfered with him. He also 
said that although ‘“‘in Christ Jesus neither cir- 
cumcision availeth anything, nor uncircum- 
cision,”’ yet the insistence of its necessity made 
void the hope of the gospel. ‘‘ Behold, I, Paul, 
say unto you that if ye be circumcised Christ 
shall profit you nothing ”’ (Gal. v. 1-6). This 
insistence of the necessity of circumcision not 
only rendered “‘ faith which worketh through 
love”’ impossible, but filled them with the 
bitterest hatred towards all who differed from 
them. As a striking illustration I would refer 
to what took place on Paul’s last visit to 
Jerusalem, especially to what occurred when he 
addressed the excited multitude (Acts xxii.). 
As he spake in the Hebrew language they 
kept silence and listened to him patiently whilst 
he gave an account of his early life, and whilst 
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he gave a particular account of his conversion. 
To all this they had no objection, but the moment 
he said that he had been sent to the Gentiles 
the whole multitude were frantic with rage, and 
cried out : ‘“‘ Away with such a fellow from 
the earth, for it is not fit that he should live.” 
Paul had often suffered from the same 
fanaticism. 

The Epistle to the Romans was written when 
he was about to start for Jerusalem. The object 
of that journey was to take liberal contributions 
for poor Christians in Jerusalem, yet he was 
afraid that those contributions might be refused 
because they came from Gentile Christians ; he 
therefore (Rom. xv. 31) requested the Church of 
Rome to pray to God that he might be kept 
from violence, and that ‘‘ the service which he 
had for Jerusalem might be accepted.” But 
that which led him to fear that the gifts that 
he was taking’ would be rejected led him to 
fear that his letter to the Church of Rome would 
meet with no kindly reception by the Jewish 
Christians of Rome: He therefore tried to gain 
their goodwill by assuring them that he was a 
Jew, a true Hebrew, that he loved his people, 
that he was willing to suffer anything, or every- 
thing, for their good, that his constant prayer 
was for their salvation (Rom. ix. I-5; x. I, 2; 
xi. I, 2). That his fears about the reception 
of his letter were well founded we have a re- 
markable proof. About five years after that 
letter was written, Paul, at the end of his two 
years’ imprisonment in Rome, wrote several 
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letters, in none of which did he mention Peter. 
But he mentioned one fact, which proves that 
Peter was not in Rome (although Faa di Bruno 
says that he was, but gives no proof). In 
Cob iv.) BO; 11 St. | Paul tells'us that only three 
Jews, Aristarchus, Marcus, and Jesus, who is 
called Justus, had been fellow-workers and a 
comfort to him. Surely if Peter had been in 
Rome he would have been a fellow-labourer. 
That passage, however, is quoted to show that 
Paul had sufficient grounds for his great fear 
that his letter would not be kindly received by 
the Jewish Christians. All the Gentile Christians 
would be in fullest sympathy with him, but 
it is evident that his letter had no effect in 
reconciling the minds of the Jewish Christians 
to him. They all continued hostile to him. The 
three mentioned as sympathising with him had 
not been moved thereto by his letter. There 
may have been other Jewish Christians in Rome 
who were persuaded that Paul was right, but 
through fear of their fanatical co-religionists 
dared not confess it, even as Peter from the 
same cause had broken down at Antioch. 
Now, if Peter had founded the Church of 
Rome, or had ever been there, he would, from the 
first (unless he was as unfaithful in Rome as 
he had been in Antioch), have taught that the 
Gentiles were to be admitted as members of 
the Church without the’ necessity of circum- 
cision. And all who received the gospel from 
him would have received it on those conditions. 
Is it, then, possible to imagine that Paul, whilst 
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writing that letter, with his mind burdened with 
fears about its acceptance, could refrain from 
all allusion to Peter? He who can believe this 
must have a strangely constituted mind. There 
was nothing that Paul could so eagerly have 
desired, in such circumstances, as to be able 
to refer to the teaching of Peter. Therefore 
the fact that Peter is never alluded to in that 
letter is the strongest proof that Peter was not 
then, nor ever had been, in Rome. 

The above is abundantly confirmed by the 
Epistle of Clemens Romanus, which in the 
primitive Church was esteemed next to those 
of the Apostles, and was read publicly in 
the Church as such. It was not written in 
the name of Clemens, but in the name of 
the Church of Rome. In it Peter is in- 
deed mentioned. He is said to have endured 
many hardships, and so, as a martyr, to have 
passed to his proper abode of glory. But 
there is not a word to connect him with Rome 
in any sense. What is there said of him might 
with equal propriety have been said by any other 
Church, as the Thessalonians, Corinthians, 
Philippians. There is not a word which signi- 
fied that any member of the Church of Rome 
felt any personal interest in Peter. Now there 
must have been many members of the Church 
of Rome living when that letter was written 
who remembered, and all must frequently have 
listened to, the account of the terrible sufferings 
inflicted on Christians in that persecution, in 
which Peter is said to have been crucified. 
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Clemens, at any rate, could never have forgotten 
Peter, from whom he is said to have received 
the episcopate. Therefore IF Peter had founded 
the Church of Rome, IF he had been its bishop, 
IF he had ordained Clemens to be its bishop, 
and had suffered such a cruel death, the Church 
of Rome owed him everything. Is it possible, 
then, to believe that they could have mentioned 
him in the way that he is mentioned in the 
above quotation without one word of allusion 
to any one of those facts which must, IF TRUE, 
have been indelibly impressed on every heart? 
Such silence would signify unspeakable ingrati- 
tude. Yet I never read or heard of any 
Romanist attempting to explain or defend that 
silence. 

That silence is the more marked by the way 
St. Paul is mentioned. Paul had written his 
Epistle to the Romans, in which he expressed 
his intention of visiting them on his journey to 
Spain. Some years after that letter was written 
he was taken as a prisoner to Rome, where he 
continued for two full years in his own hired 
house with full liberty to preach the gospel 
(Acts xxviil. 30, 31). By the end of that time he 
had changed his purpose of going to Spain. He 
had probably heard that the gospel was already 
being preached in Spain, and he had no desire to 
build on other men’s foundations (Rom. xv. 20). 
Therefore he resolved to return to the East and 
revisit those Churches which he had founded 
(Phil. i. 20.; Philem. 22), which resolution he 
carried out, as is proved by his Epistles to 
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Timothy (see p. 128). But they who joined 
in sending the Epistle of Clemens knew nothing 
of this change of purpose, therefore they con- 
cluded that he carried out his former purpose 
expressed in Rom. xv. 28. They knew nothing 
of his movements after he left Rome, but said 
that he preached the gospel “‘to the bounds 
of the West before he departed from this world 
to go to the Holy Place.” Not a word is said 
about the time, place, or manner of his death, 
but the language clearly implies that they 
believed that he died in the far West. Now, 
is it credible, is it possible that they could have 
recorded that of which they had but a vague 
and uncertain supposition—a mere inference 
drawn from the expression of a purpose written 
many years before, but which was never carried 
out, whilst they made not the slightest allusion 
to those things which concerned the very exist- 
ence of their Church, things of which, /f true, 
they must have had full and accurate know- 
ledge, and WHICH WOULD HAVE AFFORDED 
THEM A MORE POWERFUL ARGUMENT FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF THEIR LETTER? The truth is they 
knew nothing of the death of either Peter or 
Paul, or of either of them having been Bishop 
of Rome. They were ignorant of the supposed 
facts on which the claims of the papacy entirely 
rest, which are fictions of a later date. And 
that epistle doubtless expressed the views of the 
great majority, if not all, Christians in Rome 
at the time that it was written. 

But we have not got to the end of our 
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evidence. Faa di Bruno asks: “If St. Peter 
did not convert the Roman people and was not 
their pastor, how is it that our opponents cannot 
tell who first converted the Romans? And if 
not St. Peter, who was their bishop?” Answer : 
It is not necessary that we should be able 
to state who first preached the gospel in Rome. 
It is sufficient to prove that it was not Peter. 
But let us make an application of the above 
argument. The Church of Rome believes the 
tradition which states that Peter founded and 
was Bishop of the Church of Antioch, yet Faa di 
Bruno acknowledges that the gospel had made 
““ wonderful progress,’”’ which means that there 
was a flourishing Church in Antioch before Peter 
went thither. Notwithstanding this fact, we are 
bound, according to his argument, to believe that 
Peter founded that Church, unless we can give 
the names of those who did found it ! 

We know that there were strangers from 
Rome in Jerusalem on the Day of Pentecost. 
Romanists say that it is mere assumption to 
suppose that any of these were among the three 
thousand converts. But it is a far more un- 
reasonable assumption to suppose that there 
were none. The probability is that there were 
a considerable number. These on their return 
would be the first preachers of the gospel in 
Rome and the founders of the Church. Faa di 
Bruno tells us that Paul’s conversion was within 
a year of the Day of Pentecost. And St. Paul 
tells us (Rom. xvi. 7) that Andronicus and 
Junia, who were of note among the Apostles, 
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were Christians before his conversion. Their 
conversion therefore must have been on, or very 
soon after, the Day of Pentecost. Must we, 
then, suppose that they, and all other Christians, 
waited for eleven years before going to Rome 
in order that Peter might be the founder of 
the Church? 

These early converts, like the rest, would 
preach to none but to Jews only (Acts xi. 19). 
Therefore the Jews of Rome would readily listen 
to their teaching, feeling no jealousy about the 
admission of Gentiles. So the Church of Rome 
for some time consisted of Jews only and those 
‘zealous of the law,’’ who would resent the 
admission of Gentiles. This accounts for the 
arguments in the Epistle to the Romans to prove 
that Gentiles ought to be admitted as equal 
with Jews, and confirms the argument of the 
previous pages, and proves that Peter had never 
been in Rome. 


ORIGIN OF THE PRIESTHOOD AND 
EPISCOPATE 


WE have already seen various good reasons 
for rejecting the teaching of the Church of 
Rome, but now I would call attention to the 
way that Faa di Bruno insists upon the absolute 
necessity of submission to the Church, or to 
“the bishops, the lawful successors of the 
Apostles.’ In this he sets forth the true teach- 
ing of his Church, as we have also seen in 
the notes of the Roman Catholic Bible. 

Now the question, Who are the lawful suc- 
cessors of the Apostles? is not only important, 
but to the Church of Rome it is a vital ques- 
tion. ‘To me the simplest and most satisfactory 
answer would be: Those who teach what the 
Apostles taught, and follow their example. But 
that is not sufficient. Therefore we may ask, 
What did the Apostles themselves say upon this 
subject? Whom did they appoint and leave as 
their successors? We are distinctly told that 
they ordained PRESBYTERS (elders) in every 
Chureh) (Acts xiv. 23)... Here I must at once 
protest against the gross dishonesty of the 
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Church of Rome, which constantly substitutes 
“‘ priest ” (a sacrificing priest) for “‘ presbyter.” 
One may, in a measure, understand (as will be 
pointed out) how in an age of ignorance and 
superstition the change was brought about ; but 
one cannot understand how men professing to 
know Greek and Latin can go on perpetuating 
the fatal error. 

In this. examination I shall, as far as possible, 

use only the words used by the Apostles. And 
in this it will be necessary to begin with the 
word “ presbyter,” as the meaning of the word 
‘bishop ” entirely depended, in the primitive 
Church, on the office and duties of the 
‘* presbyter.” 
1 I. Presbyter, tpeoPtrepoc, is a Greek word 
originally signifying ‘‘ an elder,” and NO GREEK 
WRITER OF ANY PERIOD IN THE HISTORY OF 
THE WORLD EVER USED IT IN THE SENSE OF 
PRIEST. 

In the New Testament the word is constantly 
used to signify the position, office, duty, or 
ministry to which a man was chosen or ordained. 
In such a case it had no reference to age. 
Thus in Rome a Senator was a member of 
the Senate, or Council of Elders, without any 
qualification of age, and the same is the case 
at the present time in America. So our word 
‘‘alderman,” a member of a city or town 
council, comes from the Anglo-Saxon, and signi- 
fies ‘‘an elder,” ‘‘ elderman,” but he is elected 
without any reference to age. So the word 
‘‘ presbyter” is used in the New Testament to 
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signify an elder of the Jews. In Jerusalem it 
signified a member of the great Council. And 
wherever there was a synagogue they had 
presbyters, but these had absolutely nothing to 
do with priesthood or sacrificing. Now, when 
the Apostles founded the various Churches some 
sort of government was necessary, and there- 
fore some sort of governing body, and they 
naturally adopted that with which they had 
always been acquainted; therefore they 
ordained PRESBYTERS or elders in every Church. 
But these differed in no respect from the Jewish 
elders. Had there been any difference it would 
have been necessary that this should be defi- 
nitely stated, for everybody would understand 
the word, as they had always been accustomed 
to use it. This again is a clear proof that the 
presbyters of the Christian Church had no con- 
nection with priesthood. 

2. This is confirmed by the fact that the 
New Testament frequently mentions those whose 
office and duty it was to offer sacrifices, but they 
are ALWAYS called by the proper Greek word 
hiereis, ‘pic. The word zpeoPirepoc (presbyter) 
is never once applied to them. On the other 
hand, no presbyter was ever called a hiereus ; 
nor was any word or expression ever used which 
could signify that a presbyter might offer any 
sacrifice, except such as may and ought to be 
offered by every true member of Christ’s Church 
(Rom. si. 1 55 Pet. it. '5): 

It would be impossible to imagine a more 
thorough condemnation of the Romish transla- 
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tion of ‘‘ presbyter’ by the word “‘ priest,” as 
one who offers a sacrifice, than the above. 

We are‘not told how many PRESBYTERS were 
ordained for each Church, but the language of 
St. James clearly signifies that there must always 
be more than one (Jas. v. 14). Their duties 
were to rule, to take the oversight of the affairs 
of the Church and the conduct of the members, 
ministering to the sick, preaching and teach- 
ing (though preaching and teaching were not 
confined to the presbyters) ; and it was their 
duty to ordain presbyters where necessary. The 
ordination was by the laying on of the hands 
of the presbyters or of the _ presbytery 
(1 Tim. iv. 14), toecBuréoov, not of the priest- 
hood as the Roman Catholic Bible translates 
it. It was the duty of all presbyters equally 
to take part in ruling and taking the oversight 
of the Church, as we read in 1 Tim. yo 17: 
‘““Let the presbyters that rule well be counted 
worthy of double honour.’ Hence they are 
sometimes called ‘swicxora (episcopi, bishops), 
which word exactly expresses the duty of ruling 
and overseeing. But this made no distinction, 
since every presbyter was a bishop, and no 
bishop was anything more than a presbyter ; 
the name “ bishop”’ only referred to one par- 
ticular duty of the presbyter. Therefore we 
never find the expression ‘‘ bishops and pres- 
byters,” for they were the same. Where 
presbyters are mentioned bishops are not men- 
tioned, and where bishops are mentioned 
presbyters are not mentioned. For example, 
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the Epistle to the Philippians is addressed to 
‘“‘ the saints in Christ Jesus which are at Philippi, 
with the bishops and deacons.” The word 
‘“* Presbyters ’’ not mentioned. 

Nowhere in the New Testament can we find 
any distinction between a presbyter and a 
bishop. But in the prefaces to the Epistles to 
Timothy and Titus in the Roman Catholic Bible, 
Timothy is said to have been Bishop of Ephesus 
and Titus Bishop of Crete. But neither of them 
is called a bishop in the words of the New 
Testament. In Acts xx. 30 St. Paul expressed 
his fear that some of the presbyters of Ephesus, 
whom he was then addressing, would not be 
faithful, but would ‘‘ speak perverse things to 
draw away disciples after them.’ This was 
before his two years’ imprisonment in Rome. 
After he was set at liberty he visited Ephesus 
again. Before that imprisonment he had only 
once gone from Ephesus to Macedonia, and then 
he sent Timothy and Erastus before him, whilst 
he himself stayed in Asia for some time. But 
on this occasion he left Timothy in Ephesus 
(1 Tim. i. 3) that he might charge certain 
persons (no doubt those of whom he had ex- 
pressed his fears) not to teach anything incon- 
sistent with the gospel. St. Paul’s words, ‘‘as 
I besought thee to abide in Ephesus, when I 
was setting out for Macedonia,” imply that 
Timothy had no permanent position in Ephesus, 
but was simply left as Paul’s representative 
during a short absence. This is confirmed by 


iii. 14, “‘ Till I come give attendance to read- 
If 


146 FUDGE FAIRLY 


ing.” And after St. Paul’s return we find 
Timothy in the neighbourhood of Troas 
(2 Tim. iv. 13). These facts are inconsistent 
with the idea that Timothy was Bishop of 
Ephesus in the modern sense of the word. In 
fact, it was impossible, for he was the constant 
companion of Paul to the end of Paul’s two 
years’ imprisonment in Rome, after which he 
returned with Paul to the East to revisit the 
Churches which he had founded (Phil. i. 1, 26). 

The case of Titus was very similar. He 
was left in Crete by St. Paul, but only for a 
short time, as Paul soon called him to Nicopolis, 
and after that we find him in the distant country 
of Dalmatia. But the preface to the Epistle 
to Titus in the Roman Catholic Bible says that 
‘“* Paul left Titus in Crete to ordain bishops and 
priests.” We may pass over the common 
Romish mistranslation of “‘ priests’ for presby- 
ters, but that sentence appears to be a wilful 
misrepresentation of St. Paul’s words (Tit. i. 5): 
‘‘ For this cause I left thee in Crete, that thou 
shouldest set in order the things that are wanting 
and ordain presbyters in every city.”” This was 
according to custom. But not a word is said 
about ordaining bishops. But perhaps the asser- 
tion is supposed to rest on the words of verses 6 
and 7, where in the Roman Catholic Bible we 
read that Titus was ‘‘to ordain priests, if any 
be without crime,” &c., for a “ bishop must be 
without crime as the servant of God.” But 
even in this case not a word is said about 
ordaining bishops. It was necessary, however, 
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for the Church of Rome, that authority for 
bishops must be found. Wherefore the assertion 
is made to rest on the absurd and illogical 
reason (no doubt satisfactory to those who are 
not allowed to exercise their own judgment), 
that a priest must be without crime because 
a bishop, his superior, must be without crime. 
From this it would logically follow that if the 
bishop was not without crime there would be 
no reason why a priest should be without crime ! 
I think St. Paul would have given a better 
reason why a priest should be without crime. 
But if we take the presbyter and bishop to be 
the same person, as before abundantly proved, 
Paul’s reason is simple, clear, and unanswerable. 
It is simply this, that if a presbyter be not 
free from crime, he cannot possibly be a fit 
person to perform his duty, expressed by the 
word “bishop,” of ruling and taking the over- 
sight of the conduct of the members of the 
Church. So far we have seen that in the New 
Testament bishops were only presbyters, and 
presbyters had nothing to do with offering sacri- 
fices. And this will be fully confirmed by what 
follows. 


THE VULGATE 


Hitherto our attention has been confined solely 
to the original language of the New Testament, 
WHICH IS THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY, and cannot 
possibly be set aside. But the Church of Rome, 
as before stated, is tied and bound to the Latin 
Vulgate translation of Jerome, which was com- 
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pleted A.D. 405, and is regarded by the Church 
of Rome as the highest authority. But does that 
translation help the Church of Rome in this 
matter? By no means. In the first place those 
whose office and duty it was to offer sacrifice, 
called in the original language hiereis, ‘tpéie, 
are ALWAYS called in the Latin Vulgate by the 
proper Latin word sacerdotes (except that 
in the Gospel of St. John and the Epistle to the 
Hebrews apyxiepstc, chief hiereus, is translated 
‘* Pontifex,’’ the title of the chief sacrificer to the 
gods of pagan Rome. From that word the Pope 
derives his title ‘‘the Pontiff’). The word 
‘‘ presbyter ”’ is NEVER ONCE applied to them. 
On the other hand, NO PRESBYTER is ever called 
a SACERDOS. This exactly agrees with the Greek 
of the New Testament, which we have con- 
sidered. 

In the next place Jerome’s dealing with the 
word “‘ presbyter ”’ is very inconsistent. In some 
passages he retains the word “ presbyter.” In 
Acts xiv. 23 we are told that Paul and Barnabas 
““ ordained presbyters PER SINGULAS ECCLESIAS ” 
(Vul.)—that is, several presbyters IN EACH 
CHURCH, and in Acts xv. the word occurs five 
times. In the first case the word “ presbyters ” 
is retained, but in the other four it is trans- 
lated by ‘‘ seniores.’’ As ‘‘ presbyters ” in these 
passages is a pure Greek word, common sense 
would say that it must be interpreted as such, 
and therefore could have no reference to those 
who offer sacrifice, and therefore it would follow 
that the word ‘‘ Seniores””’ in the same chapter 
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could not signify persons who offer sacrifices. 
And no Latin writer of any age of the world 
ever used the word ‘‘senior’”’ in such a sense. 
It is most reasonable to believe that when Jerome 
retained the word “ presbyter” he retained it 
in the sense of ‘‘senior’’—that is, he gives 
““senior’’ as the translation of ‘* presbyter.” 
In what sense, then, is ‘‘ seniores’’ used in the 
Vulgate? In Acts xx. 17 we find presbyters 
called majores natu, elders by birth. From 
this it is evident that Jerome saw nothing of 
priesthood in the word “ presbyters.” Still, it 
is impossible to imagine why he sometimes 
retains the word ‘“‘ presbyter”? and at others 
translates it by “‘ seniores,’’ which is always in 
the English Roman Catholic Bible translated 
by the word “ ancients.”” Do Romanists believe 
that the Apostles never ordained any except 
old men? If not they ought either to reject 
or amend the Vulgate and their own Bible. In 
the qualification of presbyters in the Epistles 
to Timothy and Titus age is not mentioned. 
And Timothy certainly was not old. 

Going back to the Apostle’s words (Acts xx. 
30), & tuwv avrwv ‘some from among yourselves ”’ 
seems to imply that the number of presbyters 
present was considerable, and this is confirmed 
by the circumstances. Paul had spent a longer 
time at Ephesus than in any other place. This 
long sojourn there was, no doubt, necessitated 
by the great success of the gospel, and the 
large increase in the number of congregations 
or Churches, which would need the Apostle’s 
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presence for directing and setting things in 
order. This is confirmed by St. Luke (Acts xix. 
20): ‘‘So mightily grew the Word of God 
and prevailed’*; and also by the words of 
Demetrius, who said (verses 26, 27) that “* not 
only in Ephesus, but almost throughout Asia 
[the Roman Province of Asia, of which Ephesus 
was the chief town], Paul had persuaded and 
turned away much people, saying that they are 
no gods that are made with hands.” Now every 
one of those newly-formed Churches. would 
have its own presbyters, according to the 
established apostolic custom. Therefore the 
number of presbyters whom Paul was address-— 
ing must have been considerable. And he thus 
warned and exhorted them (Acts xx. 28, Roman 
Catholic Bible): ‘* Take heed to yourselves and 
to the whole flock wherein the Holy Ghost hath 
placed you bishops to rule the Church of God, 
which He hath purchased with His own blood.” 
Thus the Vulgate and Roman Catholic Bible 
testify that all presbyters were bishops with 
equal powers of ruling, and constituted bishops 
by the very highest authority, namely, that of 
the Holy Spirit. And, according to the Vulgate, 
presbyters are not priests. 

I will refer to one more passage (1 Pet. i. 3) 
which in the Roman Catholic Bible is a precious 
muddle. It stands thus (verse 1): ‘“ The 
ancients which are among you, I beseech, who 
am myself also an ancient ...” (verse 2) 
‘*feed the flock of God which is among you, 
taking care of it, accordmg to God... .” 
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(verse 3) ‘‘neither as lording it over the 
clergy.” It is not easy to see why Jerome in 
verse 2 neglected the common and obvious 
meaning of  eTLOKOTTOUVTEC, acting as *emricKOTrol, 
bishops ; but, passing by this, the passage as 
it stands teaches that it is the duty of all old 
men without exception to feed the flock of God, 
and not to lord it over the clergy. From this 
passage again it is evident that all the ancients 
(in the Vulgate seniores, but in the words of 
St. Peter presbyters) were bishops without dis- 
tinction. This agrees exactly with Acts xx. 28. 
But St. Peter meant by the word “ presbyters ” 
those ordained in every Church as ministers 
of the gospel. This is evident from his allusion 
to their wages, which was not to be the object 
of their ministry, and by placing himself as a 
minister of the gospel among them, calling him- 
self a ovuumpsoPitep0¢c, which would be most 
correctly represented in English by ‘“‘ co-pres- 
byter,’’ which could not refer to age. 

But it may be particularly observed that in 
the Old Testament «Ajjooe (clerus) in the Septua- 
gint Greek translation (Deut. iv. 20; ix. 29) 
is used to designate the Israelites as ‘‘ the Lord’s 
inheritance.” So St. Peter used «Avo to desig- 
nate believers as ‘‘ the Lord’s inheritance,’’ and 
the Vulgate rightly retains the word. But the 
Roman Catholic Bible translates it ‘‘ the clergy,” 
a word which has come down to us from the 
Dark Ages signifying ‘bishops and priests.” 
But the Roman Catholic Bible does not recog- 
nise ‘‘ the ancients ”’ as the clergy, for that would 
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be bidding them not to lord it over themselves. 
By one of the strange turnings of things upside 
down in the Middle Ages bishops and priests 
made themselves the «Ajgoc, the clergy, to the 
entire exclusion of those to whom the title 
properly belongs ; and they lord it over the 
flock which should be the «Ajpo¢g God's heritage, 
not even allowing them to judge for themselves 
in things which concern their eternal interest-; 
for in a pamphlet published by the ‘“‘ Catholic 
Truth Society,” written by Monsignor Croke 
Robinson, LIBERTY OF CONSCIENCE IS DE- 
SCRIBED AS POISON (pp. 23-26). I need not 
dwell on the spiritual tyranny of the con- 
fessional. 

We have seen that neither in the original 
language of the New Testament nor in the Latin 
Vulgate translation can there be found any trace 
of a priesthood or of a separate order of bishops. 

How or when did the priesthood come into 
the Church? The Apostolic word presbyter was 
universally adopted and constantly used till the 
Dark Ages. When the knowledge of the 
original language of the Bible was lost the 
proper New Testament word to designate those 
whose office it was to offer sacrifices was lost, 
and at the same time the meaning of the Greek 
word presbyter was lost, although the word itself 
continued to be used, just as in the present day 
the vast majority of those who use the word 
‘‘minister”’ to designate those who are ap- 
pointed over the various congregations know 
neither the origin nor the original signification 
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of the word. With the decrease of learning 
ignorance, superstition, and heathenism came in. 
And that which Augustine called the death of 
themsoul, (p. 58) became! the death of ithe 
Church. For it changed the Lord’s Supper into 
the sacrifice of the Mass for the living and the 
dead (see Eucharist, 181). By that change 
the foundation of the Christian religion was 
destroyed, for (Heb. x. 10) we are sanctified 
by the offering of the body of Jesus Christ 
epamaé, once for all. Therefore (Heb. x. 14) 
»'Ele hath perfected for ever by one offering 
them that are sanctified.” Consequently ‘‘ there 
can be no more offering for sin.” By that 
change the simple presbyter, or elder, was trans- 
formed into a sacrificing presbyter. And the 
word ‘‘ presbyter’ in its new and unscriptural 
signification was applied, contrary to both the 
original Greek and Latin Vulgate, to those whose 
office it was to offer sacrifice. Thus our Lord, 
the descendants of Aaron, and those who offered 
sacrifices to Jupiter and other heathen gods were 
ALL ALIKE CALLED PRESBYTERS. And as our 
language was formed in the Dark Ages this 
word ‘‘ presbyter,’ after various changes in 
spelling, has come down to us in the form 
a priest.” 

Through the want of a proper word to sub- 
stitute for this misused word “priest” it is 
often difficult to deal with this medizval muddle. 
As we have no other word to substitute for it, 
we ought to insist upon using it in its original 
form of “* presbyter.”’ But the Church of Rome 
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holds fast to this medizval muddle, because 
it is the Church of the Middle or Dark Ages, 
not the Church of the Apostolic Age. There- 
fore her theologians will not, or dare not, 
attempt to explain clearly and fully the differ- 
ence between ‘teosve and moeo[3ire90¢ as used in 
the New Testament. Nor can they explain the 
origin and use of the word “‘ priest’ otherwise 
than as given above. 


THE ORIGIN OF THE EPISCOPATE 


We have seen that in the New Testament 
there were no bishops distinct from presbyters. 
All presbyters were bishops. The word “ bishop” 
simply signified one particular duty of the pres- 
byter. The immediate successors of the Apostles 
would use the language of the Apostles in the 
sense that the Apostles used it. Therefore there 
would continue to be presbyters, who would 
sometimes be called bishops. Every Church, 
or congregation, had its own presbyters ; and 
towards the end of the second century they began 
to call one of the presbyters the bishop. Of 
course the Apostles had nothing to do with this 
arrangement. These bishops, however, for some 
time continued to be presbyters and nothing else, 
and acted as equals with the other presbyters, 
and consulted their congregations in all im- 
portant matters. But they were the representa- 
tives or delegates of the congregations in the 
local councils, which began about that time. 
But after some time they began to act inde- 
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pendently of the other presbyters and congre- 
gations, and THIS WAS THE FIRST STEP towards 
attaining the power and authority which bishops 
afterwards exercised. 

It is not necessary to follow this subject 
farther, as the object is not to trace the develop- 
ment of the episcopate, but to point out its origin. 
And we have seen that the Apostles HAD ABSO- 
LUTELY NOTHING TO DO WITH IT, and therefore 
the doctrine of apostolical succession is a delu- 
sion. The tradition has no foundation, except 
as stated above. 

To prove that there is a priesthood Romanists 
and ritualists assert that our Lord commanded 
His disciples to offer a sacrifice when He said 
(Luke xxii. 19): ‘‘ This is My body which is 
given for you; do this in remembrance of Me.” 
They say that rouro movers is wrongly translated 
‘“‘ do this,” that it ought to be translated ‘‘ sacri- 
fice this.’”’ Nothing could more clearly prove 
the hopelessness of finding authority for a Chris- 
tian priest, or sacrifice, in the New Testament 
than this argument. It could only be employed 
in a case of desperation. That word wow of it- 
self never signifies to sacrifice, but simply signi- 
fies ‘‘to do”’ or ‘‘ to make.”’ But, like our word 
““do,” it borrows its signification from the sen- 
tence, or some word added to it. Thus in the 
question Ava rt rovro wousire, ‘“ Why do you do 
this?’’ “‘ this’? may refer to any conceivable 
action. In the New Testament the word is 
translated by ‘‘to do”’ more than four hundred 
times. In only one case could it signify to 
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offer a sacrifice (Luke ii. 27). But in this 
case he must be void of intelligence who does 
not see that that meaning is not in the verb itself, 
but in the sentence. And therefore in the 
Vulgate and in the Roman Catholic Bible, as 
well as in the Protestant Bible, as well as in 
Luke xxii. 19, it is correctly translated by the 
verb ‘“‘to do.” Therefore our Lord’s command 
was ‘Do this that I am doing; take bread 
and break it, giving to each one a part in 
remembrance of Me.” Therefore if priests offer 
a sacrifice, they do what He never commanded, 
but they do not what He did command. 

But it is a fundamental doctrine of the Church 
of Rome that the words ‘“‘ This is My body” 
must be taken literally. This makes the 
absurdity that Jesus took His own body into 
His hand and brake it into pieces, whilst His 
body continued whole and entire! If that had 
been the meaning of the words, the Apostles 
would have had to be continually explaining 
why such a change was not manifest to the 
senses. But not a trace of such an explanation 
can be found in the New Testament. So the 
doctrine has to rest upon the assumption that 
multitudes of Jews and Gentiles accepted a 
doctrine which contradicted their reason, all 
their faculties and senses and common sense, 
without receiving or asking for an explanation |! 
Judge fairly whether such a thing is credible. 
The doctrine is not found in the Bible, and it 
is certain that it cannot be found in the early 
ages of the Church. 
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A more satisfactory proof of this can hardly 
be imagined than what is found in “ Minucius 
Felix.” A heathen asked: ‘ How is it that you 
Christians have no altars?”’ The answer given 
was’: “‘ The sacrifice which God accepts is a good 
spirit and a pure mind, and a guiltless con- 
science. These are our sacrifices, these are our 
offerings to God.” Nothing could more clearly 
demonstrate that in the third century altars, 
sacrifices, and sacrificing priests were unknown 
in the Christian Church. These things only 
came in with ignorance and superstition in what 
are appropriately called the Dark Ages. 

Augustine, THE GREAT DOCTOR AND 
FATHER OF THE CHURCH, writing to prove 
to the Manicheans that in Deut. xil. 23 “the 
blood is the life’’ must not be taken literally, 
but figuratively, says: “‘ A thing which is a sign 
is accustomed to be called by the name of that 
which it signifies, as it is written, ‘ The seven 
ears are seven years,’ for he did not say, ‘ They 
signify seven years,’ and ‘The seven kine 
are seven years,’ and many things of this kind. 
Hence there is that which is said, ‘ The rock 
was Christ,’ for he did not say ‘the rock signi- 
fied Christ,’ but as it were, was this very thing, 
though indeed it was not this in substance, but 
in signification.” In like manner he said: 
“Our Lord did not hesitate to say, ‘ This is 
My body’ when He gave a sign of His body.” 
Here it is to be particularly observed that 
Augustine was not trying to prove the meaning 
of “‘ This is My body,” but was stating, as a 
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universally acknowledged fact, that Jesus was 
then only giving a sign of His body (transub- 
stantiation was not dreamed of for centuries 
after Augustine’s time), but he uses that univer- 
sally acknowledged fact to prove the meaning 
of Deut. xii. 23. Consequently, as our Lord 
was only giving a sign of His body, that which 
He had in His hand, which He brake and gave 
to His disciples, was no more His body than 
the rock in the wilderness was Christ. There- 
fore it was impossible that our Lord could have 
been offering His body as a sacrifice. There- 
fore it was impossible that the words “‘ Do 
this” could mean that His disciples were to 
offer a sacrifice. In like manner as our Lord 
then made bread and wine the sign of His 
body and blood, so St. Paul tells us in 
I Cor. xi. 24 that bread and wine, not a wafer, 
were to be the signs of His body in “ the Lord’s 
Supper’ “till He come’ (1 Copsaiiess 
This is also confirmed by Jerome. In his 
Vulgate translation he gives (Matt. xxvi. 28): 
‘“ This is My blood of the New Testament which 
shall be shed.” Mark xiv. 24 and Luke xxii. 20 
are similar, and 1 Cor. x1. 24: “‘ This is My 
body, which shall be delivered for you.” As 
these passages were translated at different times 
they show that the translator always regarded 
the sacrifice as subsequent to the time when 
those words were spoken, and that there was 
no sacrifice on that evening. Therefore he gave 
what he believed to be the true signification 
of those passages: ‘‘My body shall be de- 
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livered ” (tradetur) ; ‘‘ My blood shall be shed” 
(effundetur). And this Vulgate translation was 
declared by the Council of Trent to be authentic, 
and it still remains in the English Roman 
Watholie Bible. Yet asa matter of fact it 1s 
set at naught by the Church of Rome to secure 
an authority for the Mass. But neither on this 
nor on any other occasion did our Lord ever 
give authority to His disciples to offer a sacri- 
fice. Nor is there a single expression in the 
New Testament to signify that they ever did 
so. But there is abundant evidence to the 
contrary. 


HOW DECEIT, AS A SYSTEM, CAME INTO 
THE CHURCH 


TOWARDS the end of the second century there 
arose a sect of philosophers called the New 
Platonic, which spread throughout the whole of 
the Roman Empire, and did unspeakable harm 
to the Christian Church. Many Christians who 
wished to be thought learned adopted the prin- 
ciples of these philosophers, and even imitated 
their manner of speaking, dress, &c., which laid 
the foundation of many grievous departures from 
the teaching of God’s Word. For example, the 
New Platonists taught that only the souls of 
heroes, of great and good men, were borne 
aloft, whilst the souls of ordinary mortals went 
to the regions below, from whence there was 
no hope of deliverance till they were freed from 
all the stains of littleness or grossness. From 
the time that these notions began to prevail 
in the Church only the souls of martyrs were 
supposed to be happy immediately after death. 
It is easy to see how these opinions led on to 
the doctrine of purgatory. 

Christian teachers, as Clemens, Alexandri- 
nus, and others, adapted the Holy Scriptures 
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to the precepts of philosophy. Thus Origen, 
a pupil of Clemens, than whom no man had 
greater influence in the whole Christian Church, 
early imbibed the doctrines of the New 
Platonists, and introduced them into the 
Christian religion, and diligently taught them 
to the numerous youths who attended his in- 
struction. He did this, however, more cautiously 
than many of his followers. He taught that the 
Scriptures had.a double meaning, one simple 
and easily understood, which was of less value, 
the other hidden, but of greater value, and 
therefore it was the duty of wise men to search 
it out. By this method of interpretation human 
skill, ingenuity, or perverseness could make the 
Scriptures to teach anything. I need not trace 
the gradual corruption of the doctrines of the 
Church till the sacrificing priest was substituted 
for the simple presbyter, and by making the 
doctrine of transubstantiation binding upon the 
whole Church the Council of the Lateran 
(A.D. 1215) destroyed the foundation of the 
Christian religion. Therefore by accepting that 
doctrine, and all that it involved, the Church 
ceased to be a Christian Church except in 
name. 

I will now simply notice the establishment of 
deceit in the Church. The Platonists considered 
it not only lawful but commendable to deceive 
and lie for the sake of piety. Clemens, who is 
greatly admired by Romanists, thus describes 
the action of one who holds his opinion. In 


this we may presume that he describes the way 
I2 
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he himself would act: ‘‘ He both thinks and 
speaks the truth, except when careful treatment 
is necessary, and then, as a physician for the 
good of his patient, he will lie, or rather, as 
the sophists say, he will utter a lie. Nothing, 
however, but his neighbour’s good will induce 
him to do this. He will give himself up to 
the Church.” I cannot understand the sophis- 
tical or Jesuitical distinction between lying and 
uttering a lie, but I can understand that, what- 
ever you call it, it is ‘‘ speaking lies in 
hypocrisy’ (1 Tim. iv. 2). But supposing such 
a teacher knows not the truth, but holds 
erroneous and dangerous doctrines, A THING 
NEITHER IMPOSSIBLE NOR IMPROBABLE, he 
would by deceit and lying try to propagate 
those erroneous and dangerous doctrines for the 
good of his neighbours. 

From this source arose that method of 
arguing or disputing called economical. («ar 
oikovouiav), which simply meant that it was the 
proper thing to confound or silence an opponent 
in any way you can, by sophistry, lying, false 
quotations, &c. From the same source came the 
immense mass of forgeries, the Recognitions of 
Clemens and the Clementines, supposed to have 
been written by Clemens Romanus, but really 
belonging to the third century ; the Apostolical 
Constitutions in eight books, six of the third, 
one of the fourth, and one of the fifth century ; 
the Apostolical Canons, supposed to be of the 
fifth century. These were all received by the 
Church as works of the Apostles and were long 
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esteemed as such. Lying and forgeries did not 
cease, but continued to increase. 

The words of Clemens written at the end 
of the second century, ‘“‘He gives himself up 
to the Church,” are still true. When a man 
follows the teaching of St. Ignatius with 
Cardinal Wiseman’s approval, and holds it as 
a fixed principle that what he sees white he 
believes to be black if the Church so defines it 
to be, or to believe that what he knows is true is 
false if the Church so defines it, surely that is 
“giving himself up to the Church.” I cannot 
understand how it is possible for a man to 
believe that that is black which he sees is white, 
or believe that that is false which he knows is 
true, unless (Roman Catholic Bible) ‘‘ because 
he receives not the love of the truth God shall 
send him the operation of error to believe 
lying.” 

As a notable example, take “‘ The Decretals 
of Isidore,” a compilation of spurious decrees 
and letters of Bishops of Rome from the time 
of Clemens. This fraudulent work appeared 
in the ninth century, and the documents were 
received as genuine and authentic and were 
quoted to prove the claims of the popes until 
the fifteenth century. Even popes did not hesi- 
tate to quote them, and thus give their sanction 
to the fraud. Yet the forgery is so palpable 
that it could not possibly have been accepted 
except in an age of dense ignorance, for the 
slightest critical examination is sufficient to 
expose the fraud. The Church of Rome has 
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given them up, but still holds fast the claims 
which they were supposed to establish. The 
forged Epistle of Clemens to St. James is 
another example. A more ignorant forgery can 
scarcely be imagined. In it St. Peter is repre- 
sented as saying before his death in the presence 
of the people (if he died in Rome he was, 
according to Romish tradition, only surrounded 
by enemies): ‘‘I appoint Clemens as your 
bishop. I give to him the power of binding 
and loosing, which was given to me by the 
Lord.” Then Clemens goes on to instruct St. 
James about the Sacraments, the Mass, &c., as 
if St. James needed instruction in Christian 
doctrines | This impudent forgery was included 
in the Rheims translation of the New Testa- 
ment, published A.D. 1582. And the Douay 
Bible, containing the Rheims translation of the 
New Testament, with all the original annota- 
tions, and that forged epistle, was published 
again in Dublin A.D. 1816 by the Roman 
Catholic publisher Coyne, with the approval of 
Dr. Troy, the Primate, and other Roman 
Catholic bishops. But the atrocious nature of 
the annotations (that heretics ought to be ex- 
terminated) caused such indignation that Dr. 
Troy endeavoured to clear himself from the 
responsibility. But Coyne, in a letter to the 
Roman Catholic paper, the Freeman’s Journal, 
showed that the parts of the work as they were 
printed were submitted to him for his approval. 
Since then the atrocious notes, with the forged 
letter of Clemens, have been left out. But the 
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above clearly shows that the Church of Rome 
does not hesitate to make use of forged docu- 
ments whenever it suits her purpose. The above 
are only specimens. The number of spurious 
and falsified canons and decretals, forgeries, 
interpolations, and corruptions of the writings 
of the Fathers to exalt the papacy is simply 
legion. And as some of these spurious writings 
were quoted and accepted as genuine for 
hundreds of years the doctrines of the Church 
were founded on them. Rufinus in the fourth 
century wrote a work on the adulteration of the 
books of Origen. But he mentioned also the 
corruption of the writings of Tertullian and 
Cyprian. A doctrine or a practice may be said 
with truth to be ancient, yet it may be only 
what Cyprian calls ‘“‘the antiquity of error.” 
If a doctrine agrees not with the plain teach- 
ing of God’s written Word, it should be rejected 
without hesitation. St. Augustine, in reply to 
the question ‘“‘ Where is the Catholic Church? ” 
replied, ‘‘In the Holy Scriptures,’’ which meant 
‘““Every Church is catholic which is founded 
on God’s written Word.” 

He certainly does not love the truth who 
can give it up at the bidding of the Church. 
He may profess to believe, and, as obedience 
to the Church is held to be the highest virtue, 
he may teach most zealously what he professes 
to believe. That teaching may be, as the Word 
of God suggests, most plausible, yea fascinating, 
for the coming of “‘ the man of sin ”’ is “* accord- 
ing to the working of Satan, with all power and 
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signs, and lying wonders, and in all seduction 
of iniquity to them that perish”’ (2 Thess. ii.), 
so that ‘all the world is in admiration after 
the beast’”’ (Rev. xiii. 3, Roman Catholic 
Bible). Thus both history and the Word of 
God warn us against being led astray by the 
boastful claims of the Church of Rome. The 
fact that she would not allow us to form our 
own opinion in the interpretation of the Holy 
Scriptures, which God caused to be written for 
our instruction, is in itself a MOST POWERFUL 
ARGUMENT AGAINST LISTENING TO HER 
TEACHING. 

Blind submission to the Church, which almost 
invariably means submission to the priest, is 
regarded by the Church as the greatest’ and 
most necessary of all virtues (St. Ignatius and 
Cardinal Wiseman (pp. 71, 72), and is the 
stronghold of the Church’s influence. The vast 
majority of the members of the Church of Rome 
are entirely dependent on the priest for religious 
instruction and guidance (pp. 43, 46). This 
is the case not only with the uneducated, but 
with others also. This fact was strongly im- 
pressed on my mind when a boy at school. 
Our French master, who was universally re- 
garded as an educated gentleman, was a 
Romanist. The boys frequently talked with him 
more freely than with any of the other masters. 
On one occasion a boy, who was in the same 
class with me, said to him: ‘‘ Suppose Father 
Hall should lead you wrong?” De Hay: “Oh, 
Father Hall is a good man, and will do nothing 
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of the kind.” Boy: ‘I did not say that he 
would; I only said, suppose that he should 
doalso?” De Hay :) 5" That) would) make’ no 
difference to me. If he should lead me wrong, 
he must answer for it, not I. My duty is to 
obey my priest.” That conversation I cannot 
forget. A priest may be a good man, or he 
may be a bad man, yet the Church of Rome 
requires implicit confidence in the priest, what- 
ever he may be, but will not allow God to speak 
through His written Word. Surely this is trust- 
ing in men instead of trusting in God. Is there 
no danger in this? God has said: ‘* Cursed be 
the man that trusteth in man and whose heart 
departeth from the Lord” (Jer. xvil. 5). Itisa 
departure from the Lord to trust in the word of 
man rather than the written Word of God. 
We have seen in this and throughout the 
whole work that the claims of the Church of 
Rome and her doctrines (so far as the Holy 
Scriptures are quoted to prove them) are 
founded on. words torn from the context, and 
without consideration of the real circumstances 
of the case, but enforced by clever sophistical 
and Jesuitical arguments. And if such be her 
treatment of God’s Word, which in a Protestant 
country can be examined by everybody who is so 
disposed, and not under the power of the priest, 
does she deserve greater confidence in her treat- 
ment of the writings of the Fathers, which very 
few indeed have either the power or opportunity 
of examining? Our Lord bids us ‘‘ beware of 
false prophets.”” You CANNOT POSSIBLY OBEY 
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that command except by the exercise of that 
judgment and intellect which God has given 
you, and for the use, and right use, of which 
you are responsible, but which the Church of 
Rome forbids you to use. If the Church speaks 
by any of her ministers, or by her writings, 
you must test her teaching as the Bereans tested 
the teaching of St. Paul (Acts xvii. 10), and 
were commended for so doing, by comparing 
it with the written Word of God. IT IS ABSO- 
LUTE FOLLY TO BELIEVE THAT THE TEACHING 
OF THE CHURCH IS TRUE BECAUSE THE 
CHURCH SAYS THAT IT IS TRUE! )2Re ore 
proverb Scripta manent is true, ‘“ Those 
things which are written remain.’”’ This is abso- 
lutely true with regard to the Holy Scriptures. 
‘“ The written Word of God endureth for ever.” 
But tradition is of human origin, and therefore 
not to be trusted. 

I need not here follow Faa di Bruno through 
the various doctrines of the Church of Rome, since 
what is written in the earlier part of the work 
is sufficient. It was not my intention to follow 
Faa di Bruno through all the separate doctrines 
of the Church of Rome, but to show the fallacy 
of his reasoning. I will, however, conclude with 
showing that in constantly neglecting the context 
he only follows the practice of his Church. The 
context so necessary for the right understanding 
of the words, and the actual circumstances of 
the case, are always inconvenient to the Church 
of Rome, and therefore are not to be noticed. 
Therefore HOWEVER CONFIDENTLY a text of 
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Scripture may be quoted to prove a doctrine, 
if we wish not to be deceived, we must not only 
consider the words, but how the words stand 
with reference to the context. Words separated 
from the context often appear to teach the very 
opposite to what the writer intended. Two such 
cases which I have often met with have just 
again been brought to my notice. And, as the 
arguments are constantly used by Romanists, 
I think that they are fair illustrations. 

Father Broek, in his work ‘‘Search the 
Scriptures,’ published by the kind permission 
of his Eminence Cardinal Manning, writes: “A 
Protestant clergyman or parson, as he is called, 
is no priest [this is perfectly true], and neither 
is a dissenting minister; I have therefore 
nothing to do with them if I want to be saved. 
God commands me to ask the priest the law ; 
not the heretic, not the intruder, parson, or 
dissenting minister, but the priest says Almighty 
God. He therefore that refuses to seek the law 
of God at the mouth of the priest renders his 
salvation impossible, for he does not obey God, 
who demands it. To be saved we must 
hear the Church by God so established ”’ 
(Matt. xviil. 17, &c.). 

The first part of the above is supposed by 
Romanists to be the teaching of Mal. ii. 7. The 
last sentence is a perversion of our Lord’s 
words. 

The Roman Catholic Bible, as a translation of 
the Vulgate (Mal. i. 7), gives: ‘“‘ For the lips 
of the priest shall keep knowledge, and they 
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shall seek the law at his mouth, because he is 
the angel of the Lord of Hosts.” But the 
circumstances of the case and the context most 
clearly prove that the Protestant version gives 
the correct meaning: ‘‘ For the priest’s lips 
should keep knowledge, and they should seek 
the law at his mouth, for he is the messenger 
of the Lord of Hosts.” Read, and judge fairly. 
By the laws of Moses the priests were teachers ; 
but they were to teach according to the written 
law of God. Isa. viii. 20: ‘‘ To the law and 
to the testimony, if they speak not according to 
this Word, it is because there is no light in 
them.” Were they faithful in their teaching? 
The prophet Jeremiah in many passages tells 
us that they were not, but rather that they were 
often leaders in idolatry and rebellion against 
God (Jer. ii. 8-26, iv. 9, v. 31, VilEeeeeeee 
So Isa. xxvill. 7, Ezek. xxii. 26, and ether 
prophets use similar language. And this is con- 
firmed by the historical books of the Bible. 
2 Chron. xxxvi. 14-17 tells us that the priests 
were the chief cause of the destruction of Jeru- 
salem and the Babylonish captivity: ‘* More- 
over all the chief of the priests and the people 
wickedly transgressed according to all the 
abominations of the Gentiles: and they defiled 
the house of the Lord, which He had sanctified 
to Himself in Jerusalem” (2 Chron. xxxvi. 14, 
Roman Catholic Bible). It is therefore abso- 
lutely certain that the priests had not been 
faithful in the past; their lips had not kept 
knowledge. It is equally certain that they were 
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not faithful guides in the future, for priests 
were amongst the bitterest enemies of Jesus. So 
much for the facts of the case, but let us turn 
to the context. 

Mal. ii. I-9 is nothing but a condemnation 
of the priests. It begins: ‘‘And now, O ye 
priests, this commandment is for you. If ye 
will not hear, and if ye will not lay it to heart, 
to give glory unto My name, saith the Lord of 
Hosts, I will even send a curse upon you, and 
I will curse ‘your blessings; yea, I have 
cursed them already because ye do not lay it to 
heart...’ Then, after verse 7 (the words 
on which Romanists rely), comes verse 8: ‘‘ But 
ye [priests] are departed out of the way; ye 
have caused many to stumble at the law; ye 
have corrupted [Vulgate, érritum  fecistis, 
rightly translated in the Roman Catholic Bible, 
“have made void’’| the covenant of Levi, saith 
the Lord of Hosts.’’ Is it possible that God 
could have required the Jews to seek the law 
at the mouth of those whom He describes as 
blind leaders of the blind, who had themselves 
gone astray and led many others astray, and 
had even rendered ‘‘ the covenant of Levi,” by 
which they had been made priests, null and 
void? IMPOSSIBLE. This is an illustration 
of the way the Church of Rome rests upon the 
mere sound of words, in direct opposition to 
the clearest explanation of the context and the 
facts of history. 

There is also the further dishonest dealing 
with Mal. ii. 7. The words were addressed 
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solely to the Levitical priests, yet, notwith- 
standing this fact, and the fact that the 
Levitical priesthood was abolished by the gospel, 
the Church of Rome quotes these words in a 
sense which we have seen to be impossible, 
to prove that we are bound to accept the 
teaching of Romish priests ! 

With regard to Matt. xvili. 17 I will go so 
far as to say that no man of common sense 
and honesty could possibly accept the Romish 
interpretation. Jesus made not the slightest 
allusion to doctrine. He simply stated what 
ought to be done in the case of wrongdoing 
by a member of the Church. The injured one 
was to try by private persuasion or remon- 
strance to induce the wrongdoer to do what 
was right. If that was ineffectual, he was to 
take with him one or two as witnesses, and if 
he refuse to hear them, the case was to be 
brought before the Church (sxxAnoia, CONGRE- 
GATIONS. And if the offender would not hear 
the Church, he must no longer be regarded 
as a member of the Church (see 1 Cor. vi. 1-7). 
Romanists, however (many no doubt without 
ever having looked at the passage, but “‘ hold- 
ing it as a fixed principle to accept, without 
hesitation,” all the interpretations of the 
Church), endeavour by bold assertion and con- 
stant repetition to prove that Christ commands 
us to accept every doctrine of the Church 
or be condemned to eternal torments if we 
disobey ! 

Father Brock in the same work, ‘“‘ Search 


HOW DECEIT CAME INTO THE CHURCH 173 


’ 


the Scriptures,” says: ‘‘ God justly commands 
Anglicans and dissenters to be slain.” I have 
searched the Scriptures for nearly seventy years, 
but I never found that command. But no doubt 
it is one of the traditions, the unwritten Word 
of God, which has been in abeyance for more 
than three hundred years, but which the Church 
of Rome hopes to put in force again, when she 
regains her lost power, as she has never ex- 
pressed one word of regret for the multitudes 
that she has slain. 


ADDENDA 


IN consequence of my advanced age and failing sight, 
which make reading and writing difficult, I had re- 
solved that the foregoing should be the end of my 
writing. But after the late “ Eucharistic Congress” 
had forced upon the attention of the world the Romish 
Eucharist as the very central doctrine of the Church of 
Rome, I determined to see more particularly what Faa 
di Bruno said upon that subject, although I had proved 
it to be contrary to the teaching of the New Testament 
and of the early Church. 

Further (except the priesthood of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the spiritual priesthood mentioned by 
St. Peter, 1 Pet. ii. 5, of which every true disciple 
of Jesus is a member) it was shown that there is 
no priesthood in the Christian Church. For in the 
original language of the New Testament sacrificing 
priests are aALWays called by the proper Greek word 
‘tepeic (hiereis), but that word is NEVER ONCE applied 
to any person, or order of persons, in the Church. In 
this the Church of Rome is condemned by the Vulgate, 
the only Scriptural authority which she professes to 
recognise. In that version the word ipeic (hiereis) 
is always translated by the correct Latin word sacer- 
dotes (priests), but that word sacerdos or sacerdotes 
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in the Church by the Vulgate. The necessary conclu- 
sion is, that no one who professes to be a sacrificing 
priest belongs to the Christian Church of the New 
Testament. This is a sweeping conclusion, and some 
may say uncharitable, but what we want is not senti- 
ment, but THE TRUTH. Therefore let the reader, 
laying aside all prejudice, judge fairly whether that 
is not the true and the only logical conclusion. 

We may learn the same from the law of the ihuoit 
day of atonement. When the Jewish high priest 
entered within the veil, all other priestly functions 
ceased till he came out again, for no man was allowed 
to be in the tabernacle (Lev. xvi. 17). What could this 
mean? God never does anything without a reason. 
This was the most important of all Levitical appoint- 
ments, and it stands before us as an object-lesson. 
Heb. ix. tells us that the high priest’s entrance within 
the veil typified Jesus our great High Priest’s entrance 
into heaven, where “‘ He ever lives to make intercession 
for us.” He is therefore a Priest for ever, the only 
Priest of His Church, and there can be no priest in 
His Church on earth: whilst He remains within the 
veil, in heaven. 

This is confirmed by St. Paul, who in 1 Cor. xii. 28 
and Eph. iv. 11-13 shows that by Divine appointment 
there can be no priest in the Church, and that the 
whole ministry of the Church can be rightly and fully 
executed without a priest. From this it necessarily 
follows that all doctrines (including the Romish 
Eucharist or Mass) which depend on a priesthood are 
false and have no place in the Church of the New 
Testament. Nevertheless, let us hear what Faa di 
Bruno says upon this subject. 

He tries to explain transubstantiation. In this he 
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gives us some medieval fancies and medieval logic. 
He says, “ To understand the word transubstantiation, it 
is well to remark that in all bodies there are two things 
to be noted. First the outward qualities, such as taste, 
smell, shape, colour; and secondly the matter or 
substance, wholly imperceptible to our senses, on which 
these qualities rest. The sensible qualities are objects 
of knowledge which we can acquire by the testimony 
of our senses ; but we cannot form any exact notion 
of the nature or elementary structure of the inward 
substance. We know for certain that in each body 
there must be the substance or that underlying thing 
upon which the accidents rest, and that the substance 
is the essential part of the body ; but of the nature 
of the substance itself we have only a very imperfect 
knowledge. 

“When a change in the substance takes place, in 
which. all the outward appearances remain as they 
were before, but only the inward imperceptible substance 
is entirely changed, that is called transubstantiation. 
Transubstantiation is therefore the entire change of 
the inward imperceptible substance, while the outward 
appearances of that substance remain as they were 
before unchanged.” 

All this is pure nonsense, and if it proves anything 
it proves that the Mass is a mass of absurdities. We 
know not only the outward qualities of a human body, 
but we know also perfectly well all the substances of 
which the body is composed. It can be analysed to 
its minutest particles, and put in the scales and 
weighed. But as for the ‘“ wholly imperceptible sub- 
stance” it would puzzle the Church of Rome to prove 
that any such thing exists. Yet it is this wholly 
imperceptible substance of the body that takes the place 

us 
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of the wholly imperceptible substance of the wafer, 
entirely losing all its own outward qualities whilst all 
the outward qualities of the wafer remain! I would 
defy the Church of Rome to discover anything more 
absurd. But they do not tell us what in transubstan- 
tiation becomes of those solid substances of the body 
and of the wafer which everybody knows do exist, 
but could not exist without all the outward qualities of 
size, shape, colour, &c. 

Faa di Bruno is careful to explain that transubstan- 
tiation is not consubstantiation ; that in transubstantia- 
tion “the bread and wine have ceased to be the 
substance of bread and wine.” This means that, as the 
wafer is the substitute (unscripturally) for the bread 
and wine, the substance of the wafer has ceased to 
exist, or it would be consubstantiation. But as the 
outward qualities of the wafer exist after the substance 
has ceased to exist, this argument would prove that the 
“outward” qualities of anything may exist without the 
substance on which they rest! Throughout the 
reasoning of the above explanation “the substance” 
means ‘the wholly imperceptible substance.” So we 
read: ‘We know for certain that in each body there 
must be the substance or that underlying thing upon 
which the accidents (the outward qualities) rest, and 
that the substance is the essential part of the body.” 
Reader, do you know for certain, or did it ever occur 
to you, that the essential part of your body is a 
“ wholly imperceptible substance ” ? Or if you ever ate 
an orange, did you ever think that the shape, colour, 
smell, taste, &c., depended upon some substance that 
you could not see, but that the solid substance, which 
you could see and handle, had nothing to do with 
those outward qualities? We know for certain, or we 
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assume and are never deceived, that the outward 
qualities of all things in nature, as size, shape, colour, 
&c., clearly show what is the real tangible substance or 
material of each thing. Therefore, as the outward 
qualities of the wafer remain after the priest’s ‘‘ hocus 
pocus,” we know for certain that the real tangible 
substance of the wafer remains there unchanged. 
Further, the explanation itself also tells us that it is 
the “wholly imperceptible substance” ALONE that is 
changed ; therefore the real tangible substance of the 
waler remains unchanged and he who eats eats the 
substance of the wafer and nothing else. 

They who invented the above explanation, though it 
was in an age of gross superstition and ignorance, 
perceived the absurdity of thinking that the body of 
Jesus could be contained in the shape and size of a 
wafer ; they therefore puzzled their wits and elaborated 
that explanation. And Paschasius, when he gathered 
up the increasing superstition into the concrete form 
of transubstantiation, in the controversy which fol- 
lowed, made use of that explanation, and the Council of 
Trent, 1563, declared that that was the doctrine of the 
Church. And so it has remained in the Church of 
Rome. 

Faa di Bruno tells us that ‘the Eucharist surpasses 
in excellence all other Sacraments.” He also says that 
““the Mass is the highest act of worship.” If this were 
really the case, it is strange that the Apostles never 
once mention the fact. One would have supposed 
that it would have formed no small part of their 
teaching and writing, as it does now in the Church 
of Rome. I should think that Romanists themselves, 
if they know anything of the Scripture, must acknow- 
ledge that there is a vast difference between the 
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teaching of their Church and of the Apostles in this 
matter. The extraordinary and wonderful nature of 
the Mass would also have necessitated this. But they 
never mention it. On the other hand, the Lord’s 
Supper is mentioned a few times. Its nature and 
observance were so simple, that they really needed 
no explanation. In Acts xx. 7 we sare told that the 
disciples came together to break bread,” according to 
Christ’s command. And in Acts ii. 46, “the disciples 
continued daily with one accord in the temple, and 
breaking bread from house to house,” or more correctly 
kar’ oxoy, at home. St. Paul, in warning the Corin- 
thians against idolatry, said that there was nothing 
in the Lord’s Supper which they could not understand. 
“T speak to wise men, judge ye what I say.” The 
Church of Rome says you must not judge but believe 
the Church. And in 1 Cor. x. 15, 16 he said that the 
fact that they, though many, were all partakers of one 
loaf signified that they were all “ one loaf, one body,” 
one body of which Christ was the Head... . In I Cor. xi. 
17-34 he sternly reproved the Corinthians for joining 
to the Lord’s Supper a symposium feast, in which 
each brought his own provision, so that the poor 
members of the Church who had nothing could only 
stand by whilst others were feasting. Thus divisions 
were caused, the unity of the body despised, and the 
poor who had nothing put to shame. Beyond these 
cases the Lord’s Supper is not mentioned. Had 
explanations been needed, they would have been 
given. 

It is often difficult to deal with Romish errors through 
the corruption or perversion of terms. This was 
clearly seen in the perversion of “presbyter” into a 
sacrificing priest (pp. 153, 154). Eucharist is a similar 
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case. Eucharist is a Greek word, and originally, and 
in the time of the Apostles, and for a long time after- 
wards, signified thanksgiving and nothing else. And 
no doubt in the primitive Church the Lord’s Supper, 
in the case of true Christians, was always (see quota- 
tion from Augustine, p. 21) a season of thanksgiving 
in remembrance of our Lord’s death, which purchased 
full salvation for all believers. I was a feast of 
thanksgiving. But in an age of ignorance and super- 
stition, when the meaning of the Greek word was lost, 
the word was transferred from its true signification 
to that which was eaten in the Lord’s Supper. A 
thanksgiving feast became a feast upon thanksgiving, 
eating thanksgiving or Eucharist. Therefore the 
Church having accepted the doctrine of the real 
presence, and substituted a wafer for the bread and 
wine, defines the Eucharist to be ‘“‘ the body and blood, 
the soul and divinity of Christ.” 

Sumup- 75 of “Catholic Belief’? we read’: “The 
Holy Eucharist is a commemorative sacrifice, regarded 
as a true sacrifice by the Apostles and their successors.” 
The Apostles never called the Lord’s Supper a sacri- 
fice, and the Mass was unknown to them. The word 
“sacrifice” is used in various ways, not only in the 
offering of animals and birds and fruits of the earth, 
but in every kind of service, as prayer, praise, and 
thanksgiving. Even the lifting up of the hands in 
prayer and praise is called a sacrifice (Psa. cxli. 2). 
But I never read of a commemorative sacrifice. But 
the term has been invented to get out of a difficulty. 
So we are told (p. 74 “ Catholic Belief”): “To com- 
plete a commemorative sacrifice the actual putting to 
death of the victim is not necessary, but only the real 
presence of the victim, accompanied by a mystical 
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death, or by such a notable change in the thing offered 
as may represent death.” The real presence is 
assumed, and the words ‘ commemorative sacrifice” — 
are supposed to justify the mysticaL death. This ex- 
planation was necessary because we are told (Rom. 
vi. 9) that ‘Christ having been raised from the dead, 
dieth no more, death hath no more dominion over 
him.” The difficulty, however, is not thereby ended, 
since the Church of Rome says that the body and 
blood of Jesus are offered in sacrifice for the sins of 
the living and the dead. But Heb. ix. 22 tells us 
that without shedding of blood, THE DEATH OF THE 
victim, there is no remission of sins. No blood is 
shed on the Romish altars, therefore no remission of 
sin is obtained. 

The Mass is a direct violation of the law of God. 
We are told over and over again that no part of a sin 
offering must be eaten (see Exod. xxix. 14). And in 
Heb. xiii. 11, 12 it is explained that this law referred 
to Fesus, the true sin-offering (Heb. x. 4): “For it is 
impossible that the blood of bulls and goats should 
take away sin.” Compare those verses with Heb. ix. 
11,12. But in the Mass it is pretended that the body 
of Jesus, the only true sin-offering, is eaten. 

Further the eating or drinking of blood is absolutely 
forbidden. This prohibition is frequently repeated 
(see the strong language of Lev. xvii. 10-18). The 
reason given, verse 11, is, ‘‘For it is the blood that 
maketh an atonement for the soul.” This could only 
be true of the blood of Jesus (Heb. ix. 14). Yet the 
Church of Rome constantly violates this Law in the 
Eucharist, which is said to be “the body and blood, 
soul and divinity of Christ.” 

For the daily or frequent sacrifice of the Mass, 
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Romanists with Faa di Bruno refer to the bread and 
wine which Melchizedek brought to Abraham as type 
of the Mass. AN axssurDITY! The bread and wine 
were not offered in sacrifice, nor had they any refer- 
ence to sacrifice, or we should have had some infor- 
mation of the fact. They were brought in hospitality 
to refresh Abraham and his followers after their exer- 
tions. Further, the mention of Melchizedek suggests 
the fact that there can be no priest or sacrifice in the 
Christian Church, for Jesus is a Priest for ever after the 
order of Melchizedek ; that is, He is like Melchizedek in 
that He received His priesthood from no man, and had 
no successor. And in this He is in Heb. vii. 23, 24 
contrasted with the Levitical priests. It is pointed out 
that those priests were many because they could not 
continue by reason of death, but this Priest (Jesus 
Christ) because He lives for ever has a priesthood 
(arapaBarov) which cannot pass on to another. The 
Mass is as direct a contradiction of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews as could possibly be imagined. It blasphe- 
mously assumes that the priests hold Christ’s priest- 
hood, which could never be transferred to another, and 
offer the same sacrifice that He offered, which we are 
told again and again was offered once for all and could 
never be offered again! Reader, let your mind dwell 
upon this, and then judge fairly. 

Faa di Bruno, with his Church, also quotes Mal. i. 11. 
But the pure offering there mentioned is Minchah, a 
meal offering, which had no reference to expiation. 
Tertullian, the first of the Latin Fathers, explains it as 
“siving glory, blessing, praise, and hymns”; and 
again, as “hearty prayer from a pure heart.” 

In “Catholic Belief,” p. 74, we are told that the 
fact that Christ “having died once, never to die again, 
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does not prevent Jesus Christ from being offered a 
true victim in the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, as an 
Immolation with only a mystical death.” Faa di 
Bruno should have given us a quotation from Scripture 
to that effect, for he might as well have said that it 
does not prevent us from flatly contradicting the words 
of Scripture. Even the word “victim” (host, hostia) and 
“immolation ” both signify the real death, not a mystical 
or sham death of that which is offered. But what 
saith the *Scripture? Heb. ix. 27, 255)" ae ease 
appointed unto men once to die, and after that the 
judgment, so Christ was once offered to bear the sins 
of many.” No language could be more definite, and 
there is nothing in the context to modify it. Heb.x. 10 
says: ‘‘ Weare sanctified by the offering of the body 
of Jesus Christ, eparaé, once for all” (&raé is “ once,” 
égaraé “up to once,” and “no more”). This strong 
expression signifies that the body of Jesus can never in 
any sense be offered again. If there had been any kind of 
exception, it ought to have been stated and explained. 
And in verse 14 we read: “ For by ONE offering he hath 
PERFECTED for ever them that are sanctified.” Equally 
clear is Heb. vii. 27. In the Epistle to the Romans 
iv. 25, v. 1, we read that “ Jesus was delivered for our 
offences and was raised again for our justification” 
(raised again as an evidence that the WHOLE DEBT of 
sin was paid). ‘Therefore being justified by faith [by 
faith in that one offering, which preceded the resur- 
rection], we have peace with God.” What more can 
the sinner want? If there had been any sacrifice of 
the Mass, St. Paul uttered a deliberate lie when he said 
that he had “ declared all the counsel of God,” that 
he had “kept back nothing that was profitable,” for he 
never mentioned or alluded to anything of the kind. 
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Now consider what the priest does or professes to 
do in the Mass. He professes to bring into existence 
Christ’s body, blood, soul, and divinity, because the 
Divine and human natures can never be separated. 
He sacrifices Him, but, as already explained, in that 
sacrifice there is only a mystical death, which is no 
death at all. The Christ, therefore, which the priest 
has produced continues to be a living Christ, and as 
such the priest worships Him, and then swallows Him, 
or shuts Him up alive in a box. He exhibits Him to 
be worshipped by others, or carries Him about as the 
Hindoos carry their gods. How long He is ever kept 
shut up in the box I know not, but I know that in a 
short time, if not taken out and disposed of, He would 
though alive (for Christ being raised from the dead 
dieth no more) grow mouldy and begin to corrupt, 
notwithstanding the fact that we are told (Acts ii. 27), 
that the true Christ’s flesh could never see corruption. 
Next, a body, whatsoever its nature may be, cannot 
possibly be in two places at the same time. Therefore 
that which is shut up in a box in London cannot 
possibly be the same as that which is shut up in a 
box in Birmingham. To worship such gods is gross 
idolatry, and must be offensive to the Most High God. 
That the Lord of Glory should, even in thought, be 
subjected to such humiliating and dishonouring treat- 
ment is regarded by Protestants as horrible and blas- 
phemous. Yet, as if Protestants had not, or ought not, 
to have any feeling in this matter, Romanists are in- 
dignant because they were not allowed to insult God 
and Protestant feeling by carrying their wafer-god in 
solemn procession through the streets of this Protestant 
country! Our Protestant forefathers gave their bodies 
to be burnt rather than acknowledge such gods. And 
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true Protestants of the present day would follow their 
example ; they are as zealous for the honour of their 
God as Romanists are for theirs. 

Cicero in his work, “‘ De Natura Deorum,” “ On the 
Nature of Gods,” Lib. iii., asks, “ Do you think that any 
man is so destitute of intelligence as to believe that 
that which he eats is a god ?”” (Compare the words of 
Augustine, p. 59.) But this is what Romanists and 
ritualists do believe with regard to the Eucharist. If 
the Apostles had taught anything like the doctrine of 
transubstantiation, it would have caused unbounded 
astonishment among the heathen, as that sentence of 
Cicero shows. And it could not have been passed 
over in silence by the clever enemies of Christians. 
But not the slightest allusion to such a doctrine is 
found in any Christian, Jewish, or heathen writer. 

It would be well if the Church of Rome would adopt 
the teaching of him whom she calls “ST. AUGUSTINE, 
THE GREAT DOCTOR AND FATHER OF THE 
CHURCH ” (p. 7); “SO GREAT A SCHOLAR AND 
DOCTOR OF THE CHURCH” (p. 42). See his 
plain, simple, and unmistakable teaching on the above 
subject (pp. 20, 22, and 157, 158). To use such strong 
language of approval of Augustine without agreeing 
with him is something like putting forth false docu- 
ments to deceive. 
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